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ADVERTISEMEN T. 


H E reader will perceive that the learned 

and worthy Dr. Taylor was living when 
the following examination of his notions of 
atonement was finiſhed. I hoped that it might 
have reached his hands in this world, and that 
the publication of it would have ſuggeſted 
reaſons to him for favouring us with his ſecond 
thoughts on that ſubject. However, his death 
doth not ſuperſede the main deſign of this pub- 
lication, which -is to promote truth, that lives 
forever, and will be immortal. 


Sa alk od oe re 


T H E 


P R E F A CE. 


> 


NATURAL averſion to polemical 
writing, and the great eſteem I have 
for Dr. Taylor, had long detained 


me from engaging in a criticiſm upon 


* 
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work undertaken and executed by ſome abler 
hand. But being hitherto diſapfpginted in this 
expectation, and my difinclination out-weighed 
by the conſideration of the venerable nature of 
ſacrifice, and of the great intereſt which the 
bulk of mankind have always taken themſelves 
to have in the effect of it, but, above all, by a 
concern for truth; have at laſt engaged in 


now lay it before the public, and ſubmit the 
g | a” criticiſm 
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his notions of ſacrifice, ſtill hoping to ſee this 


it. And having finiſhed what I propoſed, do 


[ 
i 
| 
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criticiſm to the judgment of thoſe who are qua- 


liſied for judging in affairs of this nature. 
Ee: 


About the time I was entering upon this 
work, an anonymous piece, entitled, An eſſay 
upon the nature, deſign, and origin of ſacri- 
fices, was put into my hands by a friend: in 
which I found a notion, different from Dr. 
Taylor's, of the ſymbolical nature and defign 
of Jewiſh ſacrifices, exhibited and defended. 
Wherefore, that I might, at once, ſhew the 
vanity, abſurdity, and falſhood of all notions 
4 the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, 

judged it proper, to take ſome notice of this 
performance. And accordingly, an appendix 


7s ſubjoined containing a critical examination 


of this Author's notion of the ſymbolical nature 


of theſe lacrifices, and of whatever he has 
advanced in its ſupport. 


Netwithjtanding what the laſt mentioned 
Author has ſaid to the contrary, it doth not 
appear to i ey that peace-offerings were in uſe 
before the days of Maſes. And as the ſacri- 
fices of this ſpecies were, in reſpect of the of 
ferers, voluntary oblations, and accompanied 
either their pravers for the grant of bleſſings, 
or their thankſgivings for bleſſings received; 
tis eaſy to ſee, what was the uſe and deſign of 
them, and to account rationally for the inſti- 
rution and practice of them : for this m be 

ö one, 


i 


done, only by Sel ng hs oblation of _ 
Sacrifice as proper actions, whereby the offerers 
did, in a natural way, expreſs the piety of 
mind with which- Pays prayed for the grant 0 

bleſſings, or the fincerity and greatneſs of . 

inward gratitude with which they commemo- 
rated, and ave thanks for, bleſſings already 
received. ge it is, that we find little 
: contrownely or diverſity. of opinion, about the. 
uſe, defign; and dende of thoſe ſacrifices, 
; Nuys tbe. bulk of theſe wo er. written about 


Nau Herber Was of 6 a more e 
date, and is of more permanent duration, than 
— ſacrifice : for, according to the 

fs of revelation, it takes place under the 
preſent diſpenſation of religion, and was in 
practice under all paſt diſpenſations of it, ever 


fince the lapſe of our firſt parents, and the efs 


Feet of it is to have place in that future, cele- 
firal diſpenſation of it, which is to have no 
end. This 1s what renders it very intereſting, 
and a matter of great importance, to nan- 
kind, to have a right underſtanding of the 
true uſe, deſign, and rationale of this ſpecies 


of ſacrifice 
The oblation of this 7 es of ſacri 5 was 


not left to the diſcretion or choice of the er- 
ers, In all caſes, it was exatted from them 
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by divine authority and peremptory command. 
And, in many _ it was not only a demand 
made upon them for fins which they had com- 
mitted, but likewiſe, the means by which atone- 


ment was made for theſe fins, and the pardon 
of them obtained. Wherefore, however defir- 


able and intereſting it is to mankind, to have 
a clear and right underſtanding of the uſe, de- 


ſign, and rationale of pracular ſacrifice, yet 
the ee, which is aſcribed to it, creates ſome 
difficulty in coming at it; it being not eaſy to 
comprehend what end, in reſpect of God, the 
exacting of ſacrifice for fin could anſwer, or 
how the oblation of. ſacrifice ſhould be the mean 


of obtaining the pardon of fin. * 


A ſenſe however, of the intereſting nature 
and great importance of the diſcovery, has 
been a motive to many men of good ſenſe and 
great learning, to employ their thoughts and 

pens in clearing up this difficulty. And, in- 
deed, many volumes have been written with 
that view. But alas ! the ſucceſs in this at- 
tempt, has, in no degree, been anſwerable to 
the great pains which have been taken in mak- 
ing it. The writers on this ſubjef have not 
yet arrived at any certainty, or to any agree- 
ment among themſelves, about the point in queſ- 
tion. The difficultys attending the inquiry, 
and the falſe ſcents upon which they have been 
put by a falſe, philofephy, preconcerved hypothe- 


3h, 


PREFACE... ix 
ſes, or a too liberal indulgence of fancy and 
imagination, have led them into diverſe ſyſtems, 
and trains of thoughts, which are as incom- 
patible with each other, as they are all like- 
wiſe, in my apprehenfion at leaſt, with the 
doctrine of revelation, and the dictates of com- 


mon ſenſe. 


.. The 2 notion of piacular-ſacrifice, 
which has long prevailed, is that which pro- 
ceeds upon the ſuppoſition of a transfer of guilt 
from the offerer to the ſacrifice, and of vicari- 
ous puniſhment. But this notion of the uſe and 
deſign of piacular ſacrifice has, by Dr. Tay- 
lor, the Author of the eſſay on the nature, de- 
ſign, and origin of ſacrifices, and others, been 
demonſtrated to be wholly unſupported by ſcripþ- 
ture- evidence, abſurd in 1tſelf, and attended 
with ill conſequences. For which reaſon, they 
who make the ſcriptures the ſole rule of reli- 
gious faith, or will be guided by the diftates of 
common ſenſe, muſt, if they act a conſiſtent 
fart, reſign this notion of the uſe and deſign 
of piacular ſacrifice, as unſcriptural, abſurd, 


and dangerous. 


To ſupply the place of this exploded notion of 
the uſe and defign of piacular ſacrifice, two 
others have, of late been offered to us; the one, 
Ey the learned Dr. Taylor, who conſiders pia- 
cular ſacrifices as being ſymbols, or emblems of 


pemitent 
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ent diſpofition, and penitential addreſs or 
| 3 — 
| ect of them" in the ſame manner, as for theſe 
1 of penitence and prni tem prayer. The other 
1 notion ef the uſe and acfign" f this ſpecies of 
' : ſacrifice," is, which. is advanced by the 
f Author of the before- mentioned eſſay on the na- 
ture, defign, and origin of ſacrifices, who 
confiders eating and drinting with God to have 
been the main intention all ſorts of ſacri- 
fices"; and toncerves this eating and drinking 
together 10 have been a fymbol of friendſhip be- 
twixt God and the offerers, and a federal rite 
wherebyhe and they did enguge in, renew, and 


| ee win en anither,. Ws OG 


Theſe uo not ions ff the nature FRE tefen 
of piacular ſacrifices agree in this, that they 
make theſe ſacrifices to be ſymbols or emblems. 
But then, the things of 82 they make them 
| ſymbols, are of ſuch a 1 nature, that 
4 the one or other of them mit be falſe." Na, 
as each of the 4 — Authors, grounds his 
notion of the ſymbolical nature of theſe ſacrifices 
| upon ſcripture evidence, and yet differ ſb widely 
1 in their ſentiments about the uſe and deſign of 
| them, this gives reaſon lo ſuſpect, that ſcripture- 
evidence, for the ſymoolical nature of piacular 
facrificests very obſcure and doub!ful, 2 quite 
deficient : for had it been clear, or, in any per- 
ceptible agree, probable, men of their parts 


and s 


— 


— 


„ne 
and learning, and ſo free from prejudice, muſt 
have not only diſcovered it, but been led, by 
the diſcovery, to an harmony of ſentiments. 


Ni, therefore, much to be queſtioned, whether 


the ſcriptures give any countenance at all to 
the conceiving” of ſacrifices, as having a ſym- 
bolical nature and defign; and whether all 
notions of this kind may not be grounds, 
and rather the effetts of a lively and huxuri- 
ant ee e the "yay 7 any real 


Idar then 1 now to oY done, in this dark 
and perplexed caſe ? Nothing,  furely, but to 
examine each of theſe two — of the ſym- 
bolical nature and defign of piacular ſacrifice, 
and to try whether they have, or have not, any 
real foundation in ſcripture-evidence, or in 
truth and common ſenſe. I know of no one ill 
conſequence that can ariſe from free, candid, 
and fober inquiry, among reafonable men; 
and, I am ſure, that it is the only way of com- 
ing at truth. We have been fairly ſtript of the 

on of the common and popular notion of 
the uſe and defign of piacular ſacrifice by the | 
ingenious, learned, and commendable labours of 
the two Authors mentioned: and two other no- 
tions of them are offered in place of it. But 


let us beware of receiving them without due 
Jerutiny and careful examination, kft we ſhould 


be led, a ſecond time, into error and miſtake, 


by 
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by the doctrines of fallible men; and imbibe 

new notions of ſacrifice as unſcriptural, and 
wide of truth, as the old one, which we have 

been compelled to reign. 


In the courſe of the following criticiſm, 
upon the works of theſe two Authors which treat 
of this ſubject, I have, I think, made it evi- 
dent, that the notions of the ſymbeli cal nature 
of ſacrifices, exhibited by them, are utterly un- 
ſupported by ſcripture-evi dence, and both 0 
them chargeable with abſurditys and ill con 2— 

uences ; and, particularly, that the one, which 
is advanced by the Author of the eſſay on 1 
nature, deſign, and origin of ſacrifices, 
ſuch, as can, by no means, be brought to — 
agreement with the manner of the oblation and 


di 00 of piacular ſacrifices. 


To my criticiſm 2 Dr. Taylor's notion 
of the meaning and gn of Jewiſh -ſacr1 rfices, 
T have ſubjoined an examination of his ſenti- 
ments about the ſacrifice of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt ; which appear to me to be no leſs un- 
common, than unſi upported by ſeri pture- ei- 
dence. 


* 


In the execution of this whole work, I have 
uſed all juſt freedom : and have, every where, 
fludied to expre 75 my ſentiments in a plain, 


intelligible, - and unartful manner; and to 


by f 


PREFACE wil 
ſay nothing but what is pertinent, and ne- 
ceſſary to ſet the ſubject in a juſt and clear 
light. I have, likewiſe, been particularly 
careful to give a fair and juſt repreſentation 
F the ſentiments of my Authors, in their 
own words; and. to guard againſt every of- 
fence againſt good manners. How far I have 
ſucceeded in my defign, I leave to be determ- 
ined by thoſe who have a capacity for judging 
in the affair. | 


Tf it fhould be objefted here, what end 
can the being at ſo much pains and labour, 
in pulling down falſe ſchemes, anſwer ? Had 
it not been much better to have favoured the 
world with the true one? To this I anſwer, 
that falſe ſchemes, plaufibly and artfully 
erected, blind the human mind; and, there- 
fore, muſi be demoliſhed and removed out of 
the way, before the truth, ſymmetry, and 
beauty of that which 1s the true one, can be 
properly attended to, and duely perceived. 
The rubbiſh which covers any old foundation, 
muſt be removed, before the foundation itſelf 
can be ſeen, or any building erected upon it 
with ſafety and firmneſs: and the greater 
the quantity of rubbiſh 1s, the more labour, 
in proportion, muſt there be beflowed in clear- 
ing it away, or the builder cannot proceed 
wiſely, and with any rational proſpect of ſuc- 
ceſs. The more avenues to error and falſe- 


hood 
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hood are ſhut up, the more quickly and readily 
doth that, which leads to truth, diſcover its 


fel. 


But it may be ſaid, the common, popular 


notion of ſacrifice has, it ſeems, been diſco- 1 


vered to be a cheat; and the new ones, which 
have been offered to ſupply its place, are 
deemed to be a lie; what then muſt men do 
in the mean lime? How are they to regulate 
their faith, with regard to "aud 6 
Answ. The ſcriptures are the alone repofi- 
rory of revealed truth, and of all true, re- 
ligious faith: for which reaſon, men ought 
Zo ſearch them carefully and diligently, un- 
till they have diſcovered, from them, what - 
they are to believe in this affair. In theſe 
acred volumes alone, a declaration is made, 
and a deſcription given, of the true end, 
defign, and uſe of ſacrifice. And whoſo- 
ever applieth himſelf, with due care, and 
a fair and honeſt mind, to the fiudy of them, 
and is ſo happy as to be led, by them, into 
a right train of” thoughts, will, moſt cer- 
tainly, diſcover the true end, defign, and uſe 
of ſacrifice. And when he has once got the 
true ſcripture-notion of theſe, he will find 
it to be a notion that is abundantly ſupported 
by evidence, and will endure the ſevereſt 
ſerutinys of right reaſon; a notion which 
carries no abſurdity in it, nor draws 7 
= 8p 
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ill conſequence after" it; à notion” which, if 


I miſtake not, will plainiy pornt aut the 
reaſon of the inftitutron of procular  facri- 


fie, and of the ' continuance and nſe of it 
tender all diſpenſatious of religion, ever fince 
the lapſe of Adam; and, at the ſame time, 
ſhew, that this ſpectes of ſacrifice doth, at 


preſent anſwer, and has, always anſwered, 
its real end and defign, notwithſtanding 
men's ignorance of, and many miſtakes about 
the nature of it. 


I affirm theſe things with the greater aſſur- 
ance, becauſe the ſcripture-doctrine about the 
nature and deſign of ſacrifices has been my par- 
ticular fiudy for many years, not only fince, but 
before, the two pieces, which are the ſubject of 
this criticiſm, were made public. About the 
time that Dr. Taylor publiſhed his ſcripture- 
doctrine of atonement examined, I had ſome 
thoughts of publ:ſhing my ſentiments on that 


ſubject: but, upon hearing that the Dr. 


was then about to communicate his thoughts upon 
it to the public, I gave up all thoughts of car- 
rying my deſign into execution, even though I 
had collected many materials for the work ; 
as not doubting, but the world and myſelf 


would receive full ſatisfaction in this affair 


from ſuch an able hand. But, being fully ſa- 


ligfied, that the Dr. has not only failed in 
f the 
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the execution of bis defign, but even given us 
a wrong and unſcriptural idea of the meaning, 
defign, and end of ſacrifices, I intend, if life 


and health are continued, to reſume that work, 


ut the materials of it in order, and make 
it W likewiſe, provided T find the world in 
any diſpofition to receive Sg encourage it. 


AN 


J © on mie ue 
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EXAMINATION. 


o 


. 
* 
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Du Tax YLOR'S {= hot of the nature, 
PEER and in” af of Sacrifices. 


AEN I; join with the public, 
in acknowledging Dr. Taylor's. 
great learning, and uncommon 
eee abilities as a writer; his inde- 
— fatigable diligence in ſearching 
after truth, with a juſt and laudable diſre- 
gard to popular opinions and human ſyſtems; 
and his exemplary candor and integrity in 
communicating to the world the real and 
genuine reſult of his uſeful inquiries ; I 

only do juſtice to his character, without 
any mixture of unmeaning compliment. 
The freedom of thought, zeal for pure, 
unadulterated revelation, immoveable attach- 


ment to the intereſts of truth, and integrity 
B and 
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ner wane — 


errors of ordinary writers are. 
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and courage in expoſing error, however po- 
pular, which ſhine forth in his writings, 
raiſe in me an high eſteem of his character, 
as they muſt in every ingenuous mind, which 
has a ſenſe of true worth. After all, the 
Dr. with all theſe fine accompliſhments, 
cannot be thought to be exempted from the 
common foible of fallibility. He has written 
many things well: but too much, for leav- 
ing room to think, that his valuable per- 
formances may not be blended with ſome 
mixture of involuntary error. And if any 
ſuch errors ſhould be found in them, or in 
the works of other eminent writers; theſe 
errors ought to be expoſed, not only for 
the ſake of truth, but becauſe they are of 
a very infectious nature, and the conſequences 
of them more permanent than thoſe of the 

THe moſt exceptionable things, which I 
have yet met with in the Dr's excellent 
writings,” are thoſe which he has taught 
concerning the nature, efficacy, and defign 
of Sacrifices, in his Scripture- doctrine of 
Atonement examined, and in his other writ- 
ings..——Theſe therefore, I propoſe to ex- 


amine with candor, and juſt freedom. And 


If the rules of good manners be obſerved in 


cient. 
, 
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cient to excuſe me, both to him and the 
public, for this undertaking. | 

Ix the piece juſt now mentioned, the Dr. 
examines the ſcripture-doctrine of atone- 


ment, 1ſt. In relation to Jewiſh ſacrifices : 


And 2dly. In relation to the ſacrifice of Jeſus 
Chriſt. I ſhall obſerve the ſame method in 
examining what the Dr. has taught, as 
ſcripture- doctrine, concerning theſe two ſorts 
of ſacrifice. 


1 PART L 


Contai ning an examination what Dp: Ta) y lor 
© has taught, in his | ſeripture-doeirine of 
"atonement examined, concerning the mean- 


"Rs 4 uc, and un of Jewiſh Jacrifices. 


ef 21 : 


8 Dx. Taybor gives us the allowing de- 
finitions of Jewiſh ſacrifices, VIZ. 


5 acriſices mere a ſymbolical addreſs to Gad; in- 
tended io expreſs | before him the devotion, af- 


Fections, | diſpoſitions; and defires of | the heart, 


by; ſignuficative and emblematical ations 
Again,  Sacrifices were fymbolical addreſſes 70 
God, expreſſing by autward figns, What is e- 


preſſed i in prayer and praiſe by words, or, in 


the courſe of life, by deeds ”. 


5 a See . of Atonement examined, 
Chap. II. H. 24. 
» Ibidem, Chap. VI. §. 118. 
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Hate or emblems of prayer Th 1 


and of thoſe internal affections and diſpoſi- 


tions of the mind which are ex] reſſed by 
prayer and praiſe, Agreeably to this 18850 
of ſacrifice, he tells us, that piacular ſacri- 
fice © was a penitent addreſs to God ;“ 
that is, the ſymbol or Ne of penitent 
addreſs to him, or, which is the ſame thing, 
of repentance expreſſed by prayer. 

F. 3. WHEN I conſider the great miſchief 
which has been already done. and may ſtill 
be done, by indulging a luxuriant imagi- 
nation, and multiplying ſymbols, — 
types or allegories, without any 1 
neceſſity; I muſt conftſs, that 1 og — 
great opinion of the way of explaining ſcrip- 
ture · doctrines by the help of ſuch means as 
theſe, except Where the ſcripture itſelf 

ints them clearly out, and warrants the 
uſe of them. By this way of explaining 
ſeripture- doctrines, the true and genuine 
doctrines of revelation have been both ob- 
ſcured and miſrepreſented; endleſs, inexpli- 


cable myſteries ſet on foot, and propagated; 


the whole bible converted into figure and 


allegory; and numberleſs hot contentions 


. © Oce Script: doc. of aton, Chap. II. § 28. 


and 7 


Part I. Jeuiſo Sacrifices examined. 3 
and diſputes about trifles, deſtructive of 
chriſtian temper, raiſed and kept up in the 
church of Chriſt. And, indeed, is there 
any whim ever ſo ridiculous, or any doc- 
trine ever ſo falſe or abſurd, but what, by a 
free and liberal uſe of this ſingle engine, 
may be fathered upon the holy ſcriptures, 
and even ſupported and defended by their 
authority? Theſe conſiderations, methinks, 
ſhould make chriſtian divines, the rational 
ones eſpecially, extremely cautious againſt 
introducing ſymbols, emblems, types, or 
allegories, in their explanations of ſcripture- 
doctrine, without clear warrant from the 
ſcripture itſelf, or from the nature and cir- 
cumſtances of the caſe. But the Dr. thinks, 
that he has abundance of ſcripture- evidence 
to ſupport his idea of the emblematic nature 
of Jewiſh ſacrifices. And as this is pre- 
tended, 'tis fit and reaſonable, that we ſhould 
carefully attend to every thing of this kind, 
which he has advanced, and give it a fair 
hearing and trial. | | 
§. 4. Bur, before I enter upon this 
work, it will be proper to make the follow- 
ing obſervations concerning the nature of 
ſymbols or emblems, and the proper rules 
which are to be obſerved in interpreting the 
ſenſe of figurative expreſſions in the holy 
ſcriptures, and other writings; which will 
be of great uſe to illuſtrate: the criticiſms and 
reaſonings which occur in the courſe of this 


work. * Ob. 
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6 Dr. TavLox's Sentiments of Part I. 


Obſ. I. SyMBoLs, or emblems, are re- 
reſentatations of the things which are lig- 
nified by them, or which they are made to 
ſtand for: ſo that they are of a reprefentatiye 
nature, 
Of. II. SymBors, or emblems, are of 
two kinds. (I.) Natural. (2.) Artificial. 
1ſt, NATURAL ſymbols, or emblems, 
are ſuch as carry in them a ſimilitude or re- 
ſemblance of the things of which they are 
repreſentations. Thus pictures, ſtatues, 
draughts of material things, &c. are natural 
ſymbols or emblems of thoſe particular per- 
ſons or things which they reprefent, as being 
real reſemblances of them. | 
2dly. ARTIFICIAL ſymbols, or emblems, 
are ſuch as carry in them no reſemblance of 
the things they repreſent, but are only made 
the ſigns or marks of them by cuſtom and 
conſent, or by arbitrary appointment. Thus 
the picture of a woman is the emblem either 
of a country, or of ſome moral virtue ; and 
the figure ot an horn is underſtood to be an 
emblem of plenty; thus alſo the rainbow 
was made an emblem of the covenant which 
God made with Noah; and circumciſion a 
token, or ſymbol, of the covenant he made 
with Abraham.—The fignification of theſe 
artificial ſymbols depends entirely on cuſtom 
and conſent, or arbitrary appointment ; and 
can only be learned either by obſervation or 
information: for between them and the? 
| things 
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things repreſented by them, there is no re- 
ſemblance, from which their ſignification 
can be diſcovered, —The Jewith ſacrifices, 
if they were ſymbols, muſt have been of 
this artificial kind, ſince there is no reſem- 
blance between them and the things of which 
they are ſuppoſed to have been ſymbols, 
from which their ſignification can be learn- 
ed,-— Now, as theſe ſacrifices, or ſymbols 
were inſtituted by the Deity, their ſignifi- 
cation muſt have depended on his will and 
appointment ; for which reaſon, neither the 
Jew himſelf, nor any other perſon, could 
ever have learned the ſignification of thoſe 
ſacrifices, if it had not been made known, 
at firſt, by divine revelation, This renders 
it highly probable, that the ſignification of 
theſe ſacrifices, had they been of a ſymbolical 
nature, would have been particularly ex- 
plained and declared by God himſelf; be- 
cauſe, if it was not, the Jews could not 
have known it; conſequently, theſe ſacri- 
fices could have anſwered no wiſe end, but 
would have been quite uſeleſs, Wherefore, 
ſince God has made no declaration of the 
ſymbolical. ſignification of theſe ſacrifices, 
either in the Books of Moſes, or any where 
elſe, tis natural to think, that they had no 
ſuch ſignification: conſequently, that they 
were not inſtituted as ſymbols or emblems 
of things, of which the Jews neither knew, 
nor could know, any thing ; but with a 

B 4 viewe 
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view to ſerve ſome end, in the knowledge 
of which, reaſon and-common ſenſe, as well 
as their own law, would inſtruct them: 2 

| 0% II. Tv thoſe alluſions which we meet 
with in moſt kinds of writings, both facred 
and profane, the thing, alluded to, is not 
always, nor often, intended, nor to be un- 
derſtood, as a ſymbol of the thing which is 
referred to, and illuſtrated by it: but more 
commonly and uſually it is alluded to, only 
as a thing which has ſomething, -in one or 
more of its properties, that is naturally ſi- 


milar to thoſe of the other. The occaſions ' 


of making this obſervation are ſo frequent; 
that it is needlefs to waſte any time, here, 
in the illuſtration of it; ſince all thoſe, who 
have read books, with any judgment, muſt 
have often made it for themſelves. I only 

mention it here, for the ſake of the follow- 


inference, vis. That when we meet 


with an alluſion in any writing, we are 
not preſently to conclude, that the thing, 
alluded to, is a fymbol or emblem of the 
thing which is referred to it; becauſe it 
may be alluded to, not as a ſymbol or em- 
blem, but only as having ſome natural pro- 
perty or quality of a ſimilar Kind. 

Osf: IV. In interpreting the ſenſe of the 
holy ſcriptures, or of 'any other writing, 
the following rules 9 to be ſtrictly ob- 
ſerved. 


Rake 


Patt I. Yewiſh Sacrifices examined, 9. 
2 Rule iſt. Tux literal) and obvious:ſende 


of the words and phraſes: ought, in 'no/caſe; 
to be departed from, without ſome” good 
reaſon, ariſing either from the texture and 


| ſcope of the diſcourſe 3-01" from an evident 


neceflity of departing. from it, in order to 
render the ſenſe good and coherent, -: 


- Rule zd. Wr reafon, common ſenſe, . 


and the evident deſign of the writer, oblige 


us to depart from the literal ſenſe, we ſhould 


be careful to underſtand the word, or phraſe, 
in that particular mode of rhetorical figure 
which was intended by the writer himſelf, 


and not in a different one. 


Wi rgovr a due attention to the firſt of 
theſe two rules, the plaineſt narratives of 


facts and doctrines, and the moſt literal 
reaſonings, may be wholly converted into 


ure and allegory. And if a proper regard 
_ payed to the ſecond, * 5 5 of 
rhetorical figure may be ſubſtituted in place 
of the true one, intended by the writer; an 
alluſion to ſome natural ſimilitude in a thing, 
may be miſtaken for an alluſion to the thing 


itſelf, as a ſymbol or emblem of the thing 


which is referred to it. By which means, 
the true and genuine ſenſe of the writer will 
be miſrepreſented. & BW | 

Rule zd. WHEN, in any paſſage of a book, 
a lower and more common rhetorical figure, 
is found to give a good ſenſe to a word, or 


phraſe, and ſuch as is evidently ſubſervient 


to 


f | 10 Dr. TavLoR sSentiments of Part I. 
| to the ſcope and deſign of the writer; it 
ou would be wrong, and againſt all reaſon, to 
1 have recourſe to a higher and leſs common 
| rhetorical figure, for the interpretation of 
| that word, or phraſe.—The | reaſon - of - this 
| rule of interpretation is next to ſelf-evident, 
and needs no illuſtration. 
8. 5. TAxINd the lights, afforded by the f 
foregoing obſervations, in my hand, I now 
roceed to examine the ſeripture- evidence 
which the Dr. has produced, in order to 
prove, That Jewiſh ſacrifices were ſymbols 
or emblems of addreſs to God, and of thoſe 


diſpoſitions of mind which are expreſſed by 


. . $7 9 Pp 
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Prayer and Praiſe.— The ſcripture- evidence, 
which the Dr. brings in 9 0raP and 1 of f 
this point, is taken | | 
Firſt, FRoM the way and manner in which J 
1% Ahe ſcriptures ſpeak of Sacrifice and Sa- 
-. .. crificing, in thoſe paſſages which have a 
no relation to e or Levitical ſa- 5 
= por Fang " } — 
Secondly, From the account ier the gs 
- ſcriptures gives us of the nature of /uch 4 
 Atonements as were not made by Levi- _—_ 
tical ſacrifices, but, by other means. 4 

I SEAILL, ae examine whatſoever 
the Dr. has ſaid ander theſe two heads of T 
evidence, Een | - 
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CHAPTER. i 


Containing an examination of the evidence 


which Dr. Taylor brings, from the way 
and manner in which the ſcriptures ſpeak 
of Sacrifice and Sacrificing, in thoſe paſ- 


ages which have no relation to Jewiſh ſa- 


crifices, in order to prove, that Jewiſh or 
Levitical ſacrifices were ſymbols of Prayer 
and Praiſe, and of thoſe diſpoſitions, 4 


feftions and defires of the mind which are 


_ expreſſed by Prayer and Praiſe, 


F. 


. D R. Taylor introduces this branch 
of evidence with the following ob- 


ſervation, vi. As the Levitical law ſup- 


cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 
cc 


cc 


cc 


plieth no, anſwer to this queſtion, In 
what manner had ſacrifices reſpect to 
God? we muſt ſeek for it in other parts 
of ſcripture ; and conſult the ſenſe of 
prophets and apoſtles, who had a clear 


© and full knowledge of the nature and 


ends of divine inſtitutions; which, in 
ſuch caſes, is a juſt and authentic method 
of diſcovering and aſcertaining the truth.” 


To illuſtrate this, he ſubjoins, In the 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


cc 


inſtitution of circumciſion, Gen. xvii. 
no account is given of that religious 
rite, any farther than as it was a token 


of the covenant God then made with 
* Abraham, But if we look into the pro- 


* phetic 


« attend to the following conſiderations *,” 


. 3 oo 
- ms 4 
" © 7 * 


— 3 nm . 
** * 4- - * 
FFC A ⁵p . —— EE a6] 
— — ,4 — - l 
» _ 2 4 a ö 
_ 


iz Dr. TAayLoR's Sentiments of Part I, 
C phetic and apoſtolic writings, (Deut. x. 
*© 16—xxx. 6. Jer. iv. 4. Rom. ii. 29. 
« Col. ii. 11.) we ſhall find it had rela- 


« tion to the heart, and ſignified the re- 


« trenching inordinate affections, or the 
te putting off the body of the fins of the fleſh, 
* in order to. diſpoſe the mind to the 
© ſincere love and obedience - of God. 
<« Every conſiderate perſon will allow this 


« account to be ſo far ſatisfactory. And 
« T doubt not, but evidence of the ſame 


e kind will appear more abundantly full 
„ and clear in the caſe before us, if we 


a 55 


REMARK s. 


F. 2. Tur Dr. here intimates, that the 
prophets and apoſtles, when they ſpeak of 
circumciſion as having relation to the heart, 
teach us ſomething about the meaning 
of that rite, that was not expreſſed by its 
being called a token of the covenant between 
God and Abraham. But in this, I think, 
the Dr. is miſtaken.— The covenant which 
God made with Abraham, like all other 
covenants between God and man, laid an 
obligation on Abraham o walk before God, 
and be perfect; or, which is the ſame thing, 
to cultivate purity of heart and life. Cir- 
2 Scripture-doQtrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. II. F. 19. 
Rs Cum 
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cumciſion was a token of this covenant; a 
viſible and permanent mark, made in the 
fleſh of Abraham and his ' poſterity, as à 
memorial of it, in order to revive, and keep 


up, in their minds, from timè to time, fe- 
rious thoughts about that covenant” of God 


with them, by the tenor of which they 
were bound and obliged to the practice of 
the ſtricteſt purity both of heart and life; 
and, as fuch, it had (in the Dy's phraſe) a 
relation to the heart, even before any of the 
following prophets or apoſtles took notice 
of this relation. Abraham himſelf faw/ and 


could not but ſee, that circumciſion Had 
ſuch a relation to the heart: for was it pof- 


fible for him, or for any other man, to con- 
fider it in another view, ſince it was a token, 
ſign, or memorial of a covenant, by which 


he was bound to ſtudy purity of heart? 


When, therefore, prophets and apoſtles ſpeak 
of circumciſion as having a relation to the 
heart, they fay no more about the mean- 


ing of that rite, than what God had, before, 


plainly intimated to Abraham, when he 


told him, that circumciſion was a foten 


of the covenant which he had made with 
him. | 

F. 3. Tux Dr. having taken notice of this 
new explanation of circumciſion, which he 


| ſuppoſes to have been made by prophets and 
apoſtles, long after the inſtitution of it, he 


ſubjoins, I doubt not but evidence of the 
. | « fame 
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14 Dr. TavLoR's Sentiments g, Part J. 
te ſame kind will appear more abundantly 
te in the caſe before us.” To this I reply, 


that if the Dr. proves his notions, about 


the meaning, efficacy, and defign of Jewiſh 
facrifices, were the, notions which prophets 
and apoſtles had of them; or, that there 
is as much evidence of the truth of theſe 
notions, as there is of circumciſion's having 
a relation to the heart, every Chriſtian ought, 
and every good Chriſtian will, be ready to 
receive. them as true and juſt notions :; and 


if the evidence ſhould hap en to be more : 


abundant in this than the other caſe, they, 
who do not yield to it, will be; utterly in- 
excuſable.—Let. us, therefore, proceed to 
the examination of the ſcripture-evidence 


which the Dr. has produced in, ſupport of 
_ theſe notions. ® 3 155 


Scripture-evidente produced by Dr. Tayl * | 


F. 4. TAN Temple, ſays the Dr. where 
the ſacrifical rites were ſolemnized, is called 
c the houſe of prayer, Iiai. Ivi. 7. And with 
ce relation too to the ſacrifices and burnt-. 
« offerings there offered. For ſo the Lord 
ce ſpeaks, All the ſons of the flranger that 


« 7orn themſelves to the Lord to ſerve him, 


<« even them will I bring to my holy mountain, 
„ (upon which the temple ſtood,) and 
« make them joyful in my houſe of prayer : 
« their burnt-offerings and their ſacrifices 


&« ſhall 
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& ſhall be accepted upon nine cher, for 


ce mine houſe ſhall be called an houſe f prayer 


& for all people. Here prayer, or ſolemn 


ce . addreſs to God, and ſacrifices, are terms 


E equipollent. And it is farther obſervable, 


<<. that the temple, here-called. of God! an 


* houſe of prayer, is alſo called of God an 


ee houſe of ſacrifice, 2 Chron. vii. 12. I have, 


et choſen this houſe to myſelf, fur an bouſe gf 


* ſacrifice. Incenſe was an emblem of 
c prayer; ſee Luke i. 10. Rev. viii. 3, 4. 
«© And facrifice too comes under the ſame 
< notion of addreſs to God, Pſal. cxli. 2. 
te Let my prayer be ſet forth. before, thee: as. 
« jincenſe, aud the up-li ring. os my bonds as 
« the . _—_ Aa 

E * A NIN ATI OV. 
20 In 

_ 5. IN this paragraph, thi Da 6 4 
two ideas of ſacrifice, which ſeem to me to 
be inconſiſtent. He tells us, firſt, that ſa- 
crifices and prayer are terms equipollent: 
and then, towards the end of the para- 


«v + 4& .» 


graph, he ſays, that ſacrifice comes under 


the ſame notion as incenſe, which, he tells 
us, was an emblem of prayer. Now theſe 
two ideas of ſacrifice cannot be both true: 
for if ſacrifice and prayer be equipollent 
terms, or words of the ſame bgniication, 
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Ke $crip. doc. of Aton. Chap. II. FS. 20. 
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it is not poſſible that ſacrifice mould be an 


emblem of prayer; for to conceive of it 
as ſuch, would be to make it an emblem 


of itſelf. And hob far it. may be proper to 


admit ſuch an abſurd ſuppoſition as this, I 


ſhall leave to the determination of common 
ſenſe.” Moreover, if ſacrifice and rayer are 


— terms, I cannot fee; how it is 
to make any common ſenſe of the 


2 definition of ſacriſice: for, . upon this 
poſition, to ſay, that e were 4 


4 ſymbolical addreſs to God, is the ſame 
thing as to ſay,” that prayer is a ſymbolical 
addrefs or prayer to him; which,” I think, 
will not be a good definition, either of 
facrifice or prayer. The inconſiſtency 
between theſe two ideas, which the Dr. 
gives us of ſacrifice, is ſo; glaringf and evi- 
dent, that one or other of them muſt be 
geen up as indefenſible. Let the Dre con- 


ider which of them it -will-be moſt proper 


for him, to deliver up to this hard: fate. 
Only it may not be amiſs to take notice 
here, that, if he gives up the one of them. 


a great part of the ſcripture- evidence, which 


he has produced in ſupport of his notion: of 
facrifice, will be foreign to his purpoſe, and 
quite uſeleſs to him; and that, if he gives 
up the other, a great part of that evidence 
will be directly againſt him. And how 
he can extricate himſelf from this dilemma, 


I cannot comprehend. 


§. 6. 
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F. 6. However, the Dr. inſiſts on it, 
that the ſcripture itſelf conſiders ſacrifice and 
prayer as being equipollent. terms; and, as a 
proof of this, he refers us to Iſai. lvi. 7. A 
the fons of the ſtranger, that join themſelves 
to the Lord to ſerve him, even them will I 
bring to my holy mountain, and make them 
Joyful in my bouſe of prayer; their burnt- 
offerings and their ſacrifices ſhall be accepted 
on mine altar; for mine houſe ſhall be called 
an boufe of prayer for all people. And, as 
a farther proof of this notion of ſacriſice, 
the Dr. takes notice, that the temple, 
* which is called an houſe of prayer in 
„ Iſaiah, is called an heuſe | of ſacrifice, 
2 Chron. vii. 12.“ But, truly, when I 
have read over, and over again, all that 
the Dr. Here advances, I can ſee nothing 
in it that can be any ground for his infe- 


rence, vig. that ſacrifice and prayer are 


* equipollent terms. So far am I from 
being able to find any thing of this na- 
ture in it, that I cannot conjecture, what 
the Dr. has grounded this inference upon.— 
The temple was God's houſe, where he was 
worſhipped both by prayer and the oblation 
of ſacrifices: and, for this reaſon, it is ſome- 
times called, God's. Houſe of prayer, and, at 
other times, his houſe of ſacrifice. From 
this way of ſpeaking one may fairly and 
juſtly infer, that God's houſe of prayer, and 
his houſe of ſacrifice, was one houſe, or 
| C temple, 
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temple, But ſhould any perſon take it into 
his head to infer from it, that prayer and 
ſacrifice are equipollent terms, or words of 


the ſame ſignification, his reaſan ing, I think, 
would not be ſolid and convincing, but ex- 


tfernely weak and. ridiculous, The weak- 
neſs of this way of reaſoning may, perhaps, 


be clearly exhibited hy an example of it in 


a fimilar caſe; c. gn In the academy at 
Warrington are taught divinity, philoſophy, 
mathematics, and languages. Now, if this 
academy, on account ef theſe different ſei⸗ 
ences' whick are taught in it, ſnould happen 
to be called by ſome, an houſe of Arinsy⸗ 
2 an houſe of philoſophy by others, 

houſe, of mathematics; and by others, 


an houſe of languages; theſe diffetent ways 


of ſpeaking of the ſame: houſe would be 
very well: underſtood: but if any perſon, 
upon hearing this academy, or houſe; called 
by theſe different names, - ſhould take it into 
his head to infer, that divinity, / philoſophy, 
mathematics, and languages, are cquipollent 
terms, or words of the ſame ſignification, 
he would reaſon in the ſame way as the Dr. 
doth in the caſe before us; but his reaſoning, 
I think; would not be much regarded. 


. 7. Bur the Dr. ſays, that the ads: 


* is called (Ifa.\lvio 7. 5 the houſe of prayer, 
in relation to, (I ſuppoſe, he means, on 
* account of) the ſacrifices and. burnt- Of- 
2 teri 1 there offered,” The Dr's reaſon- 


ing 


Chap; I. Jewiſb Sarriſices examined, 19 
ing from this paſſage. in Iſaiah, ſeems to me, 
to have been this, ur. In that paſſage, it is 
foretold, that the temple was to become an 
houſe h, prayer for all pegple, for this reaſon, 
becauſe God would there accept of their 
ſacriſtces and burnt-offerings upon his altar 
which is a plain intimation that the temple 
was an Heuſe of prayer, as being an houſe 
of: ſacrifices; conſequently, prayer and ſa- 
ertfice muſt be terms equipollent, or wy 
of the ſame ſignifieation. This, I think, 
the way in which the Dr; muſt have = 
ſoned from this paſſage, in order to come 
at his conclufion. But, in my opinion, tis 
a very wrong way of reaſ6ning ; and has 
nothing to ſupport it, but a wrong con- 
ſtruction of the laſt words of that aſſa 7 
viz. For my bouſe ſhall be called an e 
prayer ſor all people ; which words _ UM 
nects, - contrary to all - reaſon, with thoſe 
which go immediately before them, and 
which ſhould be read in a parentheſis; and 
not with the more remote antecedent, with 
which alone they have a true and aura 
connection, as will be evident to any perſon 
who reads the whole paſſage thus, All Zhe 


ſons of the ſtranger, that join tbemſelves ta 


the Lord to ſerve him, even them will I bri ng 
to my holy mountain, and make them Joyful in 
my 25 of prayer; (their burnt-offerings and 
their ſacrifices hall be accepted on mine altar ;) 


C2 for 
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For mine houſe ſhall be called an houſe of prayer 
for' all people. According to this conſtruc- | 


tion, the words, in the laſt clauſe, are con- 


netted with thoſe which are placed before 


the parentheſis; and the ſenſe is eaſy and 
natural. But, according to the Dy's way of 
reaſoning, they muſt be connected with 
thoſe which are included in the parentheſis; 
by which means, indeed, the Dr's conclu- 


ſion turns out, but the ſenſe is forced and 
unnatural: for whatever Dr. Taylor may 


ſay, or an angel from heaven can ſay, to 
the contrary, ſacrifice and prayer are two 
terms which ſtand for two very different 
ideas. And, methinks, the Dr. ſhould not 
be over-fond of making ſacrifice and prayer 
equipollent terms; ſince, if they are, his 
notion of ſacrifices, as being ſymbolical ad- 
dreſſes to God, muſt be directly and effec- 
tually deſtroyed: for if ſacrifice and prayer 
be equipollent terms, ſacrifice muſt be a 
literal, and not a ſymbolical, addreſs to God. 
And, therefore, the Dr. ſhould have ſup- 

preſſed this notion for his own fake. 
§. 8. Tux laſt thing, the Dr. affirms, in 
the foregoing paragraph, is, that ſacrifice 
was an emblem of prayer. And, indeed, 
this comes up to his purpoſe, and will ef- 
fectually do his buſineſs, provided the proof, 
which he brings of the truth of it, be found 
to be good. Let us then hear his ſcripture- 
= 
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evidence on this head.—The only text the 
Dr. quotes, in this paragraph, as a proof 
of it, is, Pſalm cxli. 2. Let my prayer be 
ſet forth before thee as incenſe, and the hifting 
up of my hands as the evening ſacriſice.— 
Here, it is obſervable, ''that the pſalmiſt, 
in this text, ſays nothing about ſacrifice, as 
being a ſymbol of prayer; nor gives any 
manner of hint, frong which ſuch: a no- 


tion of ſacrifice can be fairly inferred.” \ In 


the latter part of it, where he alludes to 
the evening-ſacrifice, he doth not ſay one 
word about prayer ; but only ſpeaks of the 
lifting up of his hands in the performance of 
that duty. And the only thing he prays for, 
is, that the /zfting up of his hands, in prayer, 
might be ſet forth before God as the even- 
ing- ſacrifice: in which petition there is a 
manifeſt alluſion to the evening-facrifice 
which was burnt upon the altar, and aſ- 
cended up towards heaven in a cloud of 
ſmoke; but not a word about ſacrifices 
being an emblem of prayer, This text, 
therefore, comes not up to the Dr's pur- 


poſe. However the Dr. has abundance of 
other ſcripture-evidence in ſtore. And his 


next paragraph, which I now proceed to 
examine, is crowded with it. 


3 Scrip- 
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2338 yraduced by Dr. Taylor, 


Cont? Zed. 


8. 9. Tur PR, mood on with. his Sides 
aid! in the following manner, This 
*© (i. e. this notion of ſacrifices being a 
* fymbolical addreſs to God) is implied 
1 Sam. Xiii. 12, Therefore, ſaid J, the 
% Philiſtines will come down upon me to Gilgal, 
% and I baue not nade ſupphcation to the 
* Lord: I forced myſelf, therefore, and f. 
* fered à  burnt-effering. Prov. xv. 8. The 
ce {ſacrifice of the wicked is an abomination to 
* the Lord; but the prayer of the upright 1s 
ce His delight. Hence the bullocks offered 
t in ſacrifice, are ſometimes elegantly put 
« for verbal prayer, or addreſs to God. 
« Hol. xiv. 2. Take with you words, and turn 
cc to the Lord, and ſay unto him, take away 
* all iniquity, and receive us graciouſly : ſo 
ce will we offer up the oullocks of our lips. 
« Hence alſo ſuch expreſſions as theſe, 
« Pſalm iv. 5. Offer unto God the ſacri- 
* fices of righteouſneſs. Pſalm 1. 14. Sa- 
e crifice unto God thankſgiving. ver. 23. 
« Whoſo ſacrificeth praiſe, glorifieth me. 
<« Pſalm li. 17. The ſacrifices of God are 
c broken heart. 1 Pet. ii. 5. Ye are an 2 
« prieſthood to offer up ſpiritual ſacrifices, ac- 
« ceptable unto God. Heb. xiii. 15. By Him 


ce Jet us Me up the ſacrifice of praiſe to God 
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<< continually, that is, the "oy 2 our Es 
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— 8. 2 10. Tur texts, —— in be Par- 
graph of the Dr's book, ate all quoted in 
order to prove, that ſacriſices were ſym- 
bolical or emblematical addreſſes to God, 
or, an addreſs to him by ſymbol or emblem. 
And, in order to diſcover how far they 
amount to a proof of this point, I ſhall 
examine the firſt three of them ſeparately; 
and _ reft of them conjunctlijxx. 
8 11. THE firſt text, which the Dr: ex- 
ibis as à proof of this point, is, 1 Sam. 
xiii. 12. Werefore ſaid I, the Philiſtines awill 
come down — me to Gileal, and 1 have not 
made ſupplication to the Lard : I forced myſelf, 
therefore, and offered a burnt-gfering.— In 
theſe words, king Saul excuſes himſelf to 
the prophet Samuel, for his having taken 
upon him to offer a burnt- offering, from the 
neceſſity he was brought under to make 
ſupplication to the Lord, by the danger 
wherewith he was threatened. And, from 
his excuſing himſelf, after this manner, to 
the prophet, the Dr. would infer, that 
N burnt· offering was a ſymbol of ſupplica- 


© See Seripture · doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. II. F. 21. 


4 4c tion, 


24 Dr. TavLoR's Sentiments of Part I, 
“ tion,” or, © that burnt-offering and ſup- 


e plication are equipollent terms.” Let us 
then ſuppoſe, with the Dr. that king Saul, 


in this apology, uſed the word burnt-offer- 
ing, in either of the two ſenſes mentioned ; 
and we ſhall preſently ſee, how ridiculous 
the excuſe which he made for his fin, muſt 
have appeared not only to Samuel, and to 
every other thinking perſon, but even to 
himſelf, If king Saul, in this apology, did 


really uſe the words, burnt-offering and ſup- 
plication as ſynonimous terms, tis clear, that 
the thing for which he excuſes himſelf, was 


no other, than'his making ſupplication to 
the Lord, which, as it was not a ſin, needed 
no apology. On the other hand, if king 
Saul, in this apology, made uſe of the term, 
burnt-offering, in the ſenſe of its being a 
ſymbol of ſupplication ; then the excuſe, 
which he made for himſelf, was this, that 
the danger he was in, making it proper and 
requiſite, that he ſhould make ſupplication 
to the Lord, he, therefore, found himſelf 
under a neceſſity to offer up to the Lord, 
not ſupplication, but the ſymbol or emblem 
of it. Apologys theſe ridiculous enough! 
although king Saul was a very wicked per- 
ſon, yet he was a man of wit and under- 
"ſtanding; and, therefore, cannot well be 
ſuppoſed to have made ſuch apologys for his 
fin, as could have anſwered no end, but to 
expoſe his own folly, and his want of com- 

mon 
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mon ſenſe What J take to have been real 


fact in this cafe, is this; king Saul in his 


preſent danger, was deſirous to obtain the 
pardon of his great ſins, as fearing that 


they might now provoke God to deliver 


him, and his army, into the hands of the 
Philiſtines. The pardon of theſe ſins, ac- 
cording to the rules of the law of Moſes, 
was not to be obtained, but by a penitent 
confeſſion of them, and prayer for pardon, in 
conjunction with the oblation of a piacular 


ſacrifice: and, therefore, king Saul, as he 


had no ptieſt with him, judged it neceſſary, 
both to make public confeſſion and ſuppli- 
cation, and, likewiſe, to offer a burnt-offer= 
ing. And he thought, that the neceſſity 


of his affairs, in the preſent dangerous 


conjuncture, might excuſe him to the pro- 


| ou Samuel, and all reaſonable men, for 


is invading the prieſt's office, on this oc- 


caſion. And this is what he tells Samuel, 


as thinking that the motive, upon which 
he had acted, might juſtify what he had 
done, This interpretation of the text, or 
account of the caſe, is conſiſtent with the 
method and means appointed by Moſes for 
the expiation of fin: and it makes king Saul 
apologize for his ſin, like a wicked man 
of wit and ſenſe, and not like a fool or 
idiot: but it is no way favourable to the 
Dr's idea of Jewiſh ſacrifices, 


8. 
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d- 12. The ſecond text | which: the Dr. 
produceth as a ptogf of his point, is, Prov, 


xv. 8. Tbe ſacrsſes of the wiched:is un abo 


mination to the Lord; but the: prayer::ofi the 
fight as his deligli. In theſe words; there 
3s an antitheſis between vhat is affirmed 
of: the ſacrifice of the wicked, and what 


s affirmed of the prayer of the righteous. 


And this antitheſis ſeems to me, to have 
occaſioned the Dr. to conceive, that ſacri- 
fice is mentioned as a ſymbol of prayer: 
For I can find nothing elſe in the words, 
that can be thought a ground for ſuch an 
inference. But the Dr. ought! to conſider, 
that, if theſe antitheſes, which occur in 
any writing, were to be interpreted after 
this manner, the interpretation would be 
very abſurd and ridiculous. + Let us only 
try this new way of interpretation upon ſome 
of the antitheſes which ocour in the ſame 
chapter, of which the text quoted is a part; 
and we ſhall preſently perceive that the ſenſe 
is rendered abſurd and ridiculous by it. It 
is ſaid, ver. 1. A ſoft anſwer turneth away 
wrath; but grievous words ftir up anger. 
ver. 2. The tongue of the wiſe uſeth knowledge 
aright-; but the mouth of fools poureth out 
fooliſhneſs. ver. 7. The lips of the wiſe dij- 
perſe knowledge ; but the heart of the fooliſb 
doth not ſo, ver. 15. The heart of bim that 
hath underſtanding ſeeketh knowledge ; but the 


mouth of fools feedeth on folly. ver. 18. 4 


wWwrath- 
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Chap. I. Jeuiſb Sacrifice eæamined. 25 
wrathful man ſtirretb up firiſe; but be that 
75 ſlow to anger appeuſeth ſtriſt; &c. &c. The 
antitheſes, in each of theſe texts, is as clear 
and evident, as it is in that quoted by the 
Dr. Now thould any perſon take it into his 
head to affirm, that the antitheſes, in theſe 
ſeveral texts, are an intimation, «that a, -ſoff 
anſaer- is a ſymbol of griruous words, z the 
fongue of \the wiſe, of the | mouth , fault; 
the lips of the wiſe, of the heart of — Fooliſb; 
the heart | of bim that undenſtandeth, of the 
mouth of fools; a wwrathful man, of bini Yhat 
is flow-to wrath; this perſon would think 
and reaſon in the ſame manner as the Dr. 
muſt be ſuppoſed to do here; but I need 
not ſay, how abſurd and ridiculous his in- 
terpretation of theſe texts would appear to 
men of common ſenſe: and yet he would 
have as much to ſay, in ſupport of that in- 
terpretation, as the Dr. can be ſuppoſed to 
have to ſay, in ſupport of his interpretation 
of the text under conſideration. But we 
need not go ſo far abroad for a confutation 
of the Dr's interpretation, ſince there is that 
in the text itſelf which fairly ſubverts it. 
The antitheſis in the text, is not an antitheſis 
between ſomething that is ſaid of ſacrifice; 
and ſomething that is ſaid of prayer; but an 
antitheſis between ſomething that is ſaid 
of the ſacrifice of the wicked, and ſomething 
that is ſaid of the prayer of * the righteous : 
and, therefore, if Oy thing can be inferred. 


from 
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from this antitheſis about the ſymbolical na- 
ture of ſacrifice, it muſt be this, that zhe 
ſacrifice of the wicked is a ſymbol of the 
prayer of the righteous ; which is an abſur- 
dity ſo groſs that it cannot be admitted; 
nor could it any way ſubſerve the Dr's pur- 


poſe, if it was admitted. The ſenſe of this 


text appears to me to be this, viz. All the 
external dutys of religion which wicked men 
perform, even the moſt expenſive, ſuch as 
their ſacrifices, are abominable and offenſive 
to God: but all the external dutys of re- 
ligion which good and righteous men per- 
form, even thoſe which are attended with 
no expence, ſuch as prayer, are pleaſing and 
acceptable to him. This interpretation is 
natural and unforced, and gives a ſenſe to 
the words which is not only good but ele- 
gant. But it is ſo far from giving any coun- 
tenance to the Dr's notion of Jewiſh ſacri- 
fices, that it ſuppoſes a very different notion 
of them. Upon the whole, I cannot ſee, 


how this text can be thought to ſerve the 


Dr's purpoſe in any reſpect. 1 5 

§. 13. Tux third text the Dr. mentions 
as a proof of his notion of the ſymbolical 
nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, is Hoſ. xiv. 2. 
Take with you words, and turn to the Lord, 
and ſay unto him, Take away all — ＋ and 


receive us gracioufly ; ſo will we offer up the 


bullocks of our lips. Here, the Dr. ſays, 


Bullocks offered in ſacrifice are elegantly 
<< put 
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te put for verbal prayer, or addreſs to God:? 
But in this, I think, he is miſtaken; for if 


we ſubſtitute the words, verbal prayer, in 


place of the words, Bulloe ht of the Tips, the 
ſenſe will not be good, at leaſt, it will 
be very frivolous and uncommon. When 
this ſubſtitution is made, the paſſage will 
run thus, Tale away all iniquity, and re- 
cei ve us gracibiſſy; ſo will we offer up to 
thee verbal prayer. According to this read- 
ing, they promiſe to do for the future what 
they were doing at preſent, vig. to offer up 
verbal prayer to God; and with this pro- 
miſe, they enforce their prayer. This in- 
terpretation, to ſay the very beſt of it, gives 
us a very jejune and frivolous ſenſe of the 
prophet's words: and how conſiſtent ſoever 
it may be thought to enforce prayer by a 
promiſe to pray on for the future, yet this 
doth not appear to be a very natural way 
of enforcing prayer ; nor do I remember 
any inſtance we have of this way of pro- 
ceeding in prayer, in holy ſcripture. Again, 
if, in this paſſage, the bullocks of the lips muſt 
be ſuppoſed to be ſymbolical of ſomething, 
one would think that they ſhould be ſym- 
bolical rather of praiſe or thankſgiving, than 
of prayer; and that the bullocks, to which 
the alluſion is made in this text, were thoſe 
bullocks which were offered as facrifices of 
thankſgiving, and not ' thoſe which were 
offered for fin: for thus underſtood, the 

| | paſ- 
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ſage will have a good ſenſe; fake way; all 
iniguity, and regei ve us graciauſiy; ſa will we 
Her unto thee the, praiſes 6. thankſgivings of 
Gall lion the truth is, if it were any way 
neceſſary, to undetſtand the phraſe; hullbelt 
¶ Abe lips, in a:figyrative. ſenſer there is nd 
need for underſtanding it in a ſenſs ſo highly 
figurative . as the Dy's, becauſe a lower: fi- 
gurative ſenſe will do as well, if not much 
better. Waben were ordered, by the law 
of Noſes, to be offered | as ſacrißces of 
praiſe or ante ing. Theſe ſacrifices were 
not, as the Dr. imagines, ſymbols-of praiſe 
or. thankfpiving; ; but they were real, genu- 
ine, and ſubſtantial teſtimonys or expreſ- 
ſions of the gratitude of the offerers. Where- 
fore, ſince the bullocks which were offered 
Kal us of thankſgiving, were intended 
proper teſtimgnys or expreſſions of the 
gratitude of the offerers; and ſince it is a 
thing ſo. common and familiar in ſeripture, 
and in all other writings, to exprets one 
thing by the name of another thing, which 
has ſomething in it that is fſimilar; is 
it not naturaf to think, that this may be 


all that is done in the text before us; 


and that the praiſes or thankſgivings of 
the lips, which are expreſſions of the in- 
ward gratitude of the heart, are called be 


tullocks of the lips, in alluſion to thoſe bul- 


locks. which were offered as ſacrifces of 
thanklgring, which were 10 expreſſions of 
the 
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the gratitude of the heart? this interpræta- 
tion is ſo far from being improbable, that it 


ſeems ta be very natutal— And if it mould 


pen to prove the une ane iti implies an 
— a ſacrifices. off thankfgivings not ag 
ſymbols of thankſgiwing, ar: ptaiſe, beit as; 
having ſomething! in their! deſign and uſe, 
that was ſimilar to them. Aſter all; I can 
ſet no teaſon or neceſſity for having recourſe 
to alluſion of any kind, for the inter preta · 
tion of this phraſe, ſince the wards, waders; 
ſtood according to theit obvious; | literal-fig+: 
nification, will afford a very good ſenſe, by 
the help of a very common and familiar 
ellipſis only. In other paſſages of ſeripture, 
we find, that the: words f“ lips, he plead- 
ing of the lips, the commandment of ibe lips, 
and the requeſt 'of the lips, fignify the words, 
the pleading, the commandment, and re- 
queſt, which are utteted or pronounced by 
the lips. (See Job xiü. 6. —-xxlii. 12. 


ſhould ſupply the ellipſis in the ſame man- 
ner here, and, by Sf, the lips, under 
ſtand theſe" bullocks which had been ut- 
tered, vowed, or promiſed to: God, by the 
lips; then the ſenſe of the expreſſion, ue 
al offer up the bullocks of our lips, will be the 
ſame with that which we have expreſſed, 
Pſalm Ixvi.. 1515. I with pay thee: my 
vows which my lips have uttered, and my 
mouth hath ſpoken, when I was in trouble 
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vill offer uno thee burnt-ſucrifice of fut. 
lin 35 dvith' tbe incenſe 2 rams; Lui offer 
bullocks ani guns. This interpretation is! 


perfectly ſuitable to the ſcope and deſign of 
the diſcourſe, eaſy and natural, and withal, 
ſimple and literal, which cannot be ſaid of 
an} other ; for which reaſon, I take it to 
be the beſt interpretation of this paſſage. 
But whether this, or the foregoing, be ad- 
mitted for the true interpretation, the ex- 
preſſion is really capable of both. And, 
tnvelore, there can be no reaſon for admit- 
the Dr's interpretation of it, which is 
fo: highly figurative, and ſcarce mend 
with common ſenſe; © | 
Taz other texts in chis paragraph 
of NG Dr's book are the e — 
Pſalm iv. 5. Offer unto God the ſacrifices of 
righteouſneſs, Plalm l. 14. Sacrifice unto God 
thankſgrving, ver. 23. Whoſo ſacrificeth praiſe, 
gherifieth me. Palm li. 17, The ſacrifices of 
God are 'a broken'ſpirit. 1 Pet. ii. 5. Ye are 
an holy prieſthood to offer up ſpiritual ſacrifices, 
acceptable unto God. Heb: xiii.' 15. By him 
let us offer up the ſacrifices of praiſe to God con- 
rinually, that is, the fruit of bur lips, giving 
thanks to his name. Theſe texts I am now to 
examine conjunctly, and to conſider what 
evidence they afford of the truth of the: 
Dr's notion of the ſymbolical nature _ 
Jo NE YI 
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§. 15. Id ſome of theſe texts, righteouſneſs, 
a broken ſpirit, prayer, and praiſe, are called 
ſacrifices; and, in others of them, they 
who exerciſed or practiſed theſe, are ſaid 
to ſacrifice them, which implies that they 
were ſacrifices, And in theſe modes of ex- 
preſſion muſt that inference, which the Dr, 


would draw in ſupport of his notion of the 


ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, have 


it's fole and whole foundation. Now in 


order to diſcover whether theſe modes of 
expreſſion are favourable, or not favourable, 


to this notion of his, I ſhall lay the follow- 


ing critical remarks or obſervations before 
the reader. | 
§. 16. Tus modes of expreſſion can- 
not be ſuppoſed to intimate, that righteouſ- 
neſs, a broken ſpirit, prayer, praiſe, and 
ſacrifice, are equipollent terms, or words 
of the ſame ſignification: for if we ſhould 
ſuppoſe this, the ſenſe of the text would be 
low and trifling, as any perſon, who will 


O? 5 
be at the pains of making the experiment, 


will readily perceive. Withal, the ſenſe 


aſſigned to the expreſſions, would be falſe as 
well as trifling: for, upon all ſchemes, even 
upon the Dr's, the term ſacrifice really doth, 
and muſt, ſtand for an idea different from 
thoſe of righteouſneſs, a broken heart, pray- 
er, or praiſe. The Dr's very definitions 
of ſacrifices furniſh us with an idea of them, 


that is quite different from thoſe here men- 
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tioned. And; therefore, 'tis to be hoped, 
that for his own ſake, he will no longer in- 
fiſt, that the terms, righteouſneſs, a bro- 
ken ſpirit, prayer, praiſe, and ſacrifice, are 
to be underſtood as equipollent or ſynony- 
mous, either in the texts under conſideration, 


or in any others. 


§. 17. WHEREFORE, ſince the equipol- 
lent ſenſe cannot be admitted in the inter- 
pretation of theſe texts; let us next ſee 
whether the ſymbolical ſenſe can. —This 
is the ſenſe which is exhibited in the Dr's 
definitions of ſacrifice. And, therefore, if 
the terms ſacrifice and ſacrificing can be ra- 
tionally thought to bear this ſenſe in the 
texts mentioned, theſe texts will be to the 
Dr's purpoſe, as being proofs of this, that 
& ſacrifices were ſymbolical addreſſes to 
God] expreſſing by emblematical actions, 
e what is expreſſed in prayer and praiſe 
te by words, or in the courſe of life by 
« deeds.” T his, therefore, muſt be care- 
fully examined. 

§. 18. For this end, I obſerve, that the 
ſymbol of a thing is often called, or ſaid 
to be the thing of which it is the ſymbol. 
Thus we ſay of the picture or ſtatue of any 
particular perſon, this is ſuch a perſon; 
and of the map of any particular coun- 
try, this is ſuch a country. There is no- 
thing more common and familiar in all 


languages than ſuch expreſſions as theſe, 


and 
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and they are perfectly well underſtood by 
every body. Theſe modes of expreſſion 


are of the elliptical kind; and the ellipſis is 
thus ſupplied, this picture or ſtatue is the 
picture or ſtatue of ſuch a perſon; this 
map is the map or repreſentation of ſuch 
a country, Wherefore, if ſacrifices were 


ſymbols of righteouſneſs, a broken ſpirit, 
prayer, and praiſe ;' their being called righ- 


teouſneſs, a broken ſpirit, prayer, or praiſe, 
would be agreeable to a mode of expreſ- 
ſion, which is common and familiar in all 
languages. But before this way of inter- 
preting theſe expreſſions, in the texts under 


_ conſideration, or in any other writing, can, 


in reaſon, be admitted, it muſt be firſt prov- 
ed, that ſacrifices were ſymbols of righte- 
ouſneſs, a broken ſpirit, prayer, and praiſe; 
for till this is done, the interpretation will 
be only imaginary. And, therefore, before 
the Dr. can reaſonably claim the privilege 
of interpreting the exprefſions in theſe texts, 
after this manner, he muſt not take it for 
granted, but prove, that ſacrifices were 
ſymbols of righteouſneſs, a broken heart, 
prayer and praiſe, otherwiſe his interpreta- 
tion will be only conjectural, and conſe- 
quently, of no uſe to him. 12 

§. 19. BuT what ſeems to me to be moſt 
unfavourable to the Dr's interpretation, is, 
that, in theſe texts, ſacrifices are not called 


righteouſneſs, a broken ſpirit, prayer, and 
| 2 praiſe ; 
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praiſe : but righteouſneſs, a broken ſpirit, 
prayer, and praiſe, are faid to be ſacrifices: 
that is, ſuppoſing ſacrifices to be ſymbols ; 
and righteouſneſs, a broken ſpirit, prayer, 


and praiſe, to be the things which are re- 
preſented by them; it is not ſaid, that the 


ſymbols are the things repreſented by them, 
but that the things repreſented are the ſym- 
bols which are repreſentative of them. 
Now this is evidently falſe and abſurd ; 
and, therefore, a mode of expreſſion, that 
has never been in uſe among any people, 
however rude or barbarous. For though 
there is nothing more common, than to 
hear a picture, or ſtatue, called a man or 
a woman; or a map, a country; or a horn, 
(the emblem of plenty) plenty ; yet we ne- 
ver hear a man, or a woman, called a 
picture or ſtatue; or a country, a map; 
or plenty, a horn, becauſe the latter are 
ſymbols or emblems of the former. This 
obſervation clearly ſhews us, that the Dr's 
interpretation of the texts under conſider- 
ation, or rather, the interpretation which 
his notion of ſacrifices requires to be given 
to them, in order to render them proofs of 
it, is inconſiſtent both with truth, and with 
any of theſe ways of ſpeaking about ſym- 
bols, which have obtained among men. 


. 20. Ir it be needful to ſay any thing 
ler to ſhew the falſhood of that inter- 


pretation of theſe texts, which is neceſſary 
to 
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to render them ſubſervient to the Dr's pur- 
poſe; let us try the following method. In 
place of the word ſacrifice, let us ſubſtitute 
the ſymbol of the thing which is ſuppoſed 
to be repreſented by it; and in place of the 
term ſacrificing, the ſymbolical action which 
is ſaid to be denoted by it; and ſee how the 
ſenſe will turn out. When theſe ſubſtitu- 
tions are made, the texts will run thus. 

Pſal. iv. 5. Offer unto God the ſymbols of 

righteouſneſs. 


Pſal. I. 14. Offer unto God the ſymbol of 


thankſgiving. 
ver. 23. Whoſo offereth the ſymbol of 
praiſe, g/orifieth me. 


Pſal. li. 17. The ſymbols of à broken ſpirit, 


which God requireth, and will 
accept of, are a broken ſpirit. 
1 Pet. ii, 5. Ye are an holy prieſthood to offer 
up ſpiritual ſymbols of ad- 
dreſs, acceptable to God. 
Heb. xiii. 1 5. By him let us offer up the ſym- 
bols of praiſe # God con- 
tinually, &c. 

In two of theſe renderings, the ſenſe is 
abſurd; in them all, it is low and trifling : 
and, therefore, it cannot be thought to be 
the true and right ſenſe of them. Where- 
fore, ſince the Dr's end and deſign in quot- 

theſe texts, requires a ſenſe to be given 
to them, which is either abſurd, or jejune 


and frivolous, it cannot be ſuppoſed, that 
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that is the true ſenſe of them, or that they 
can, in any reſpect, ſubſerve his purpoſe. 
§. 21. Tux rhetorical figure, which is 
uſed in theſe texts, ſeems to me, to be either 
an alluſion to ſacrifices, not as ſymbols of 
prayer, praiſe, Ic. but only as having ſome- 
thing that was fimilar to them, in their effi- 
cacy, effects, or manner of oblation; or to 
be a metonymie of the effect for the cauſe. 
§. 22. WHRRE there happens to be a 
remarkable ſimilitude or reſemblance be- 
tween two things in ſome quality or circum- 
ſtance, the one of them is frequently called 
by the name of the other, on account of 
that ſimilitude only. And in this way of 
alluſion to ſimilitude, and not to ſymbol, 
may prayer, praiſe, Fc. be called ſacrifices. 
Sacrifices were oblations that were offered 
to God: and when they were offered, with 
the preſeribed diſpoſitions of mind, they 
were acceptable to him, and available to ob- 
tain bleſſings from him. In like manner, 
penitent diſpoſition, righteouſneſs, prayer, 
and praiſe, exerciſed and performed in obe- 
dience to the will of God, are oblations 
tendered to him by the mind, acceptable to 


him, and available to obtain from him the 


ſame bleſſings as ſacrifices, but in a different 
way. Wherefore, there being ſuch an evi- 
dent reſemblance between the oblation, ef- 
ficacy, and effect of theſe, and thoſe of ſa- 


crifices, they may, on that account, be called 


ſacri- 
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ſacrifices ; and they really are ſo called in 
an elegant and emphatic manner, and that 


without any regard to ſacrifices as ſymbols 
or emblems of them. The texts, there- 


fore, before us, in which theſe modes of 


expreſſion occur, may be thus underſtood, 
without any ſtraining; and when they are ſo 
underſtood, they afford a ſenſe which is 
both good and elegant: whereas, if they 


are underſtood in the Dr's way, as carrying 


references to ſacrifices, as ſymbols of prayer, 
prot Sc. the ſenſe is either abſurd, or 

ow and frivolous, as we have already ſeen. 
FS. 23. PERHAPS the ſenſe of theſe texts 
may be more ſtriking and affecting, if we 
conſider the rhetorical figure, uſed in them, 


to be a metonymie of the effect for the 


cauſe, or of the thing accepted for the ground 
of acceptance; a „ which fre- 
quently occurs in holy ſcripture.— The 
acceptance and whole efficacy of ſacrifice 
did depend on the penitent diſpoſition, righ- 
teouſneſs, and the ſincere prayers and praiſes 
of the offerers. And may not a broken 
ſpirit, righteouſneſs, prayer, and praiſe be, 
on this account, called ſacrifices ; and they 
who practiſed them, be faid, to ſacrifice 
them ? In this caſe, the thing accepted will 
be put for the ground of acceptance; and 
that on which the whole worth of ſacrifice 
depended, will be called ſacrifice. The texts 
before us, thus underſtood, will have a 

D 4 ſenſe 
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ſenſe not only good, but highly elegant and 


emphatic;'and the phraſeology in them will 
be very ſublime and poetical : and the 
thing inculcated will be this, that the ac- 
ceptance of ſacrifice did entirely depend on 
a virtuous temper and behaviour ; that, with- 
out theſe, the moſt pompous and. expenſive 
ſacrifices were worthleſs and unprofitable; 
that, therefore, the tendering to God 'a 
good heart, and a pious and virtuous life, 
ought to be conſidered and regarded” as 
he beſt and moſt excellent oblation that 
can be made to him. To conclude, if we 
underſtand what is ſaid in theſe texts, either 
in the figurative ſenſe now mentioned, or in 
that which is expreſſed in the foregoing pa- 
ragraph, they will have a ſenſe that is good, 
elegant, and emphatic. 

$. 24. Berort I leave theſe texts, it may 
not be altogether foreign to my deſign in 
this performance, to obſerve, that the Dr. 
before he can adapt them to his purpoſe, 
and make them ſubſervient to it, has two 
things to prove; (1.) That theſe texts will 
have a conſiſtent, good, and probable ſenſe, 


when the terms ſacrifice and ſacrificing, 


which occur in them, are underſtood as 
having a reference to ſacrifices, as ſymbols 
or emblems of addreſs to God. And, 
(2.) That theſe terms cannot be underſtood 
in a lower, or in any other, figurative ſenſe, 
than his, For if he could prove the 7805 

mer, 
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mer, but cannot prove the latter, his no- 
tion of the ſymbolical nature of ſacrifices, 
will have no ſupport from theſe texts, but 
what is imaginary and conjectural. And 
every body knows that fancy and conjec- 
ture are no proof of any thing.— I now go 
on with the Dr. | 


Scripture-evidence produced by Dr. Taylor, 


continued. 


8. 25. MoREoOveER, expences, labours, 
«pains, ſufferings for God, ki.:dnelſs to the 
e poor, are by the ſacred writers figuratively 
« called ſacrifices, pleaſing and acceptable 
« to God. Which plainly ſhews, they un- 
« derſtood proper ſacrifices were acceptable 
« to him in the ſame manner, vi. as at- 
e tended with a pious and well-diſpoſed 
« mind. Phil. iv. 18. Having received the 
« things which you ſent, an odour of a feet 
« ſmell, a ſacrifice well-pleaſing to God. 
« Heb. xiii. 16. But to do good and com- 
e municate forget not; for with ſuch ſacrifices 
© God is well-pleaſed. A pure and chaſte 
« body is alſo called a ſacrifice, Rom. xii. 
« 1, Preſent your bodies a living ſacrifice, holy 
« and acceptable to God. The converſion of 
« the Gentiles is alſo conſidered as a ſacri- 
« fice, Rom. xv. 16. That 1 Paul ſhould be 
« #ho miniſter, Or prieſt, of Jeſuis Chriſt to 
*© the Gentiles, miniſtring the goſpel of God, 


i that the offering up, or ſacrificing, of the 


Gentiles 
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e Gentiles might be acceptable to God, &c. 
« Hence it appears, that Jewiſh offerings 
&* and ſacrifices had a reſpect to ſelf-dedica- 


<« tion; otherwiſe the apoſtle could not 


<< have uſed them to ſignify his preſent- 
« ing the Gentiles to God. See Iſaiah 
ce Ixvi. 20. Thou ſhalt bring all your brethren 


« for an ojering unto the Lord.“ (If, by 


ſelf-dedication, the Dr. means the ſolemn 


dedication either of fingle perſons, or of 


bodies of people, to God ; he might have 
ſaid, not only that Jewiſh ſacrifices had re- 
ſpect to ſelf-dedication, but that they were 


the very rites made uſe of on ſuch occaſions, 


and the principal external means by which 
ſelf-dedication was performed; and he would 
have ſaid nothing but truth; though I can- 
not ſay, that this would have made any 
thing for his main purpoſe.) Blood __ 


«© in God's ſervice is alſo called ſacrifice, 


« Phil. ii. 17. Ya, and i, I be offered upon 


te the ſacrifice and ſervice of your faith, 
«© Where, likewiſe, the ſervice of faith, 


- * or faithful ſervice, comes under the fame 


e notion, Agreeably to this, the ſouls of 
© them, who were ſlain for the word of 
% God, are repreſented to be under the altar, 
t Rev. vi. 9, 10. the very place where the 
<« blood or foul of the ſacrifice was poured 
«Ot; Lev. iu. 7, 1h, 28, 20 7%.” 


See Script. doc. of aton. Chap. II. 22, 
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EXAMINATION. 


F. 26. In this paragraph of the D's 
book, we have an enumeration of ſeveral 
other things which, in ſcripture, are called 
ſacrifices, ſuch as, expences, labours, pains, 
ſufferings for God, kindneſs to the poor. 
This fact is ſo well ſupported by the Dr's 
vouchers, that it cannot be denied. For 
my own part, I am fully ſatisfied of the 
truth of it —— Well, fince the truth of this 
fact is acknowledged, muſt not the infe- 
rence, which the Dr. would draw from it, 
(vis. that ſacrifices were ſymbols of ex- 
pences, labours, pains, ſufferings for God, 
and kindneſs to the poor,) be admitted like- 
wiſe ? I think, this inference ought not to be 
admitted, for this plain reaſon, becauſe the 
things mentioned, might rather have been call- 
ed ſacrifices on another account, than becauſe 
ſacrifices were ſymbols or emblems of them. 
The oblation of ſacrifices was an expenſive 
and burthenſome ſervice: and when it was 
performed with the proper and requiſite diſ- 
poſitions of mind, it was a ſervice that was 
pleaſing and acceptable to God. Between 
ſacrifices, therefore, conſidered in both theſe 
views, and expences, labours, pains, ſuffer- 
ings for God, and kindneſs to the poor, there 
was a remarkable ſimilitude or reſemblance, 
Both of them were expenſive and burthen- 
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ſome ſervices : both of them were pleaſing 
and acceptable to God, when performed in 


obedience to his will, and with right and 


proper diſpoſitions of mind. Why then 
might not expences, labours, pains, ſuffer- 
ings for God, and kindneſs to the poor, 
be called ſacrifices, on account of this ſi- 
militude between them, and on no other 
account? the ſimilitude, for certain, is very 
obvious; and, at the ſame time, natural, 
elegant and ſtriking. What reaſon, or oc- 
caſion, then, can there be for having re- 
courſe, for the ſenſe of theſe figurative ex- 


preſſions, to a rhetorical figure ſo high and 


lofty, as that of alluſion to ſymbol, when 
the lower and more common one of allu- 


ſion to a ſimilitude in the thing, is ſufficient 


to give them a good ſenſe, yea and even 
an elegant one? eſpecially, when it 1s con- 
{idered, that this very fimilitude, upon which 
the alluſion 1s. grounded, 1s plainly implied 
in all the texts referred to by the Dr. and 
is clearly expreſſed in ſome of them. Now 
the very poſſibility of giving a good and 
elegant ſenſe to theſe expreſſions, without 
offering any violence to them, or having re- 
courſe to any ſymbolical notion of ſacrifice, 
plainly ſhews us, that the Dr. can never 
prove that his interpretation of the ſenſe of 
them, by the help of ſuch a notion of ſa- 
crifice, is the true and right one; conſe- 


quently, that he can bring no good argu- 


ment, 
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ment, from theſe expreſſions, in ſupport of 


his notion of the ſymbolical nature of ſa- 
crifices. But what puts it beyond all doubt 
with me, that the Dr's interpretation of 
theſe figuratiye expreſſions is a wrong one, 
is, that it is chargeable with the ſame objec- 
tions, or rather demonſtrations of falſhood, 
which are mentioned and ſet forth in my 


examination of the texts in the foregoing 


article ; as giving a ſenſe to theſe expreſ- 
fions, which is either abſurd, or low and 
trifling ; and as adopting a way of ſpeaking, 
about ſuch things as are repreſented by ſym- 
bols, as is falſe in itſelf, and not found to 
be uſed in any language. 

S. 27. Tur Dr. indeed, doth not draw 
any expreſs inference from theſe figurative 
expreſſions in ſupport of his notion of the 
ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices.” How- 


ever, when the end, for which he produces 


them, is confidered, one cannot help think- 
ing, that he meant to ſay ſomething; that 
might induce his reader to conceive, that 
they gave ſoine ground for thinking that 
Jewiſh ſacrifices were of a ſymbolical na- 
ture; for unleſs he meant this, to what pur- 
poſe doth he mention them at all? well, 
What is it that the Dr. doth ſay? truly no- 
thing that is a ſufficient ground for the in- 
ference which he would have us to draw 
from theſe figurative expreſſions. He ſays, 
% Expences, labours, pains, ſufferipgs for 


1 
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« God, and kindneſs to the poor, are figu- 
cc ratively called ſacrifices, pleaſing and ac- 
e ceptable to God; and that they are fo 
called, as being attended with © a pious and 
« well- diſpoſed mind,” He ſays, likewiſe, 
te Proper ſacrifices were underſtood to be 
<< plealing and acceptable to God in the 
© ſame manner, v/Z. as being attended 
* with a pious and well-diſpoſed mind,” 
Theſe are the Dr's premiſes, and his only 
premiſes, And I know of no concluſions 
that can be rightly drawn from them, relat- 
ing to the caſe in hand, but the two fol- 
lowing, vz. 1ſt. That expences, labours, 
pains, ſufferings for God, kindneſs to the 
or, and, likewiſe, Jewith ſacrifices, were 
all pleaſing and acceptable to God, only as 
they were attended with a pious and well- 
diſpoſed mind. 2dly. That becauſe ex- 

pences, labours, pains, ſufferings for God, 
kindneſs to the poor, are acceptable and 
pleaſing to God on the fame account that 
Jewiſh ſacrifices were pleaſing and accep- 
table to him, the former are, for this par- 
ticular reaſon, called ſacrifices. Now, as 
to the firſt of theſe two concluſions, every 
body, I think, mult ſee, that it makes no- 
thing for the Dr's purpoſe. And as to the 
ſecond, it is directly againſt him; becauſe 
it makes the ſameneſs of the ground of 
acceptance, to be the reaſon why expences, 
labours, pains, ſufferings for God, and 
| | 20 kind- 
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kindneſs to the poor, are figuratively called 
ſacrifices; and ſo leaves neither room nor 
reaſon for thinking that they are ſo called, 
becauſe facrifices were ſymbols of them. 
In order to draw any ſuch concluſion as 


the laſt mentioned, from the Dr's premiſes, 


an uncommon ſtretch of ſophiſtry will be 
neceſſary: and till it is both drawn, and 
ſhewn to follow, from them, the texts 
here quoted by the Dr. will be of no 
manner of ſervice to him in this affair. 
But to proceed, 


Scripture-evidence produced by Dr. Taylor, 


continued. 


$. 28. Tue Dr. ſays, © This leads us to 
conceive, that probably the pouring out 
* the blood of every ſacrifice at ' the bottom 
, the altar, denoted the readineſs and 
* reſolution, or, however, the duty of the 
66 perſon who offered the ſacrifice, to lay 
© down his life in adherence to God. 
And whereas our Lord, who was both 
© ſacrifice and ſacrificer, (Heb. ix. 14. 
„ Eph. v. 2. He gave, or offered himſelf a 
« ſacrifice to God,) is ſtiled a lamb without 
% ſpot and blemiſh, to denote his perfect 


* purity and holineſs; this ſuggeſts, that 


ce the ſacrifices being without ſpot and blemijh 
* denotes, that the ſacrificer ought to per- 
*« form the ſervice, or to lead his whole 

ce life, 
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* life, with the utmoſt ſincerity and ſanc- 
<« tity of heart. Other ritual actions, as 
e waſhing the inwards and feet, &c. I doubt 
6 not, had their ſpiritual meaning; which 
* would not be difficult to be underſtood 
by a people that were ſo much verſed 
© in moral figures and emblems. But as 
*© I am confined to ſcripture-evidence, I 
«© muſt inſiſt upon nothing but what is 
<< there particularly explained. And what 
ce we have found there, is ſufficient to my 
a preſent purpoſe *.” 


EXAMINATION. 


8. 29. In the . of the forego- 


ing paragraph, the Dr. ſays, The ſouls 
of them who were lain for the word 
<« of God, are repreſented to be under the 
c altar, Rev. vi. 9, 10. the very place 
« where the blood, or ſoul of the ſacrifice was 
<« poured out, Lev. i e . To 
which he ſubjoins i in the beginning of this 
aragraph, © This leads us to conceive, 
« that probably the pouring out the blood 
* of every ſacrifice at the bottom of the 
ce altar, denoted the readineſs and reſolu- 
« tion, or, however, the duty of the per- 
« ſon who offered the ſacrifice, to lay down 
c his life in adherence. to God.” —The 


© See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 


ſol- 


Chap. II. S. 23. 
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following obſervations will ſhew the weak- 
neſs of this reaſoning. | 
$. 30. TAE blood of all facrifices was 
ordered to be poured out af the bottom of 
the altar; and no other blood was poured 
out there, When, therefore, any blood was 
ſeen at the hotrom of the altar, it was na- 
tural, and even neceſſary, to conclude, that 
that blood was the blood of ſuch animals 
as had been flain, and loſt their lives, on 
a religions account. Wherefore, when 
St, John ſaw, in a viſion, the fouls, or 
blood, of men, under the altar in heaven; 
this repreſentation gave him ground to con- 
clude, that the blood, which he ſaw, was 
the blood, or ſouls, of martyrs, or of ſuch 
perſons as had been ſlain for the word of 
God, or on a religious account. The re- 
reſentation itſelf was a ſufficient ground for 
this concluſion, But I cannot conceive, what 
could give any ground to the Dr. for ima- 
gining, that this viſionary repreſentation, or 
the concluſion which St. John might have 
drawn from it, ſhould “ lead us to con- 
s ceive, that probably the pouring out the 
ce blood of every ſacrifice af the bottom of 
ce the altar, denoted the readineſs and reſo- 
« lution, or, however, the duty, of the 
« perſon who offered the ſacrifice, to lay 
«* down his life in adherence to God.''— 
The ſouls, or blood, of the martyrs, under 


the altar in heaven, was a lively repreſen- 


tation 
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tation of what they had already done ; of 
the reſolution, and courage, and readineſs 
with which they had acted on earth, in 
laying down their lives in adherence to God; 
and not, as the Dr's way of reaſoning in- 
timates, of the reſolution and readineſs with 
which they were to act, or obliged to act, 
for the future, in laying down their lives 
again in adherence to God. As far, there- 
fore, as I can ſee, the only concluſion, relat- 
ing, to the meaning of the rite of pouring 
out the blood of the Jewiſh ſacrifices at the 
bottom of the altar, that can be drawn from 
this viſionary repreſentation, is, that the blood 
there poured out, was the blood of ſuch 
animals as had been ſlain and offered in ſa- 
crifice, or loſt their lives on a religious 
account. Upon the whole, it appears, that 
the Dr's opinion about the meaning of that 
rite is a mere fancy of his own, deſtitute 
of all ſupport from that paſſage in the 
Revelation of St. John, upon which he 
grounds it. | 
$. 31. Tre Dr. ſubjoins, © And whereas 
« our Lord, who was himſelf both a ſa- 
« crifice, and ſacrificer, (He gave, or offered 
« himſelf a ſacrifice to God, Eph. v. 2. 
« Heb. ix. 14.) is ſtiled a /amb without 
« ſpot and blemiſh, to denote his perfect 
% purity and holineſs ; this ſuggeſts, that 
*© the ſacrifices being without ſpot or ble- 
*© miſh, denotes that the ſacrificer ought 
cc to 
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&« to perform the ſervice or to lead his 
« whole life, with the utmoſt ſincerity and 
© ſanity of heart,” Here I heartily wiſh, 
that the Dr. for the help and aſſiſtance 
of ſuch a weak mind as mine, had re- 
duced his "reaſoning, in theſe words, to 
the form of a ſyllogiſm. For my part, 

* T have viewed, and reviewed them, over 
and over again, with all the care and at- 
tention I am maſter of; and yet can find 
no premiſes in them, that will either ſup- 
ply or ſupport ſuch a concluſion as the Dr. 
ſays they ſuggeſt. The only ſyllogiſm that 
I can make out of them, is the following, 
which is a very bad one. 


The ſacrifice, which Chriſt offered of 
himſelf, is called a lamb without ſpot and 
blemiſh. The lambs, offered in facrifice, 
under the Moſaic law, were, likewiſe, 
lambs without ſpot and blemiſh. So that, 
in both caſes, lambs without ſpot and 
blemiſh were offered in ſacrifice. 

But the ſacrifice, which Chriſt offered 
of himſelf, was called a lamb without ſpot 
and blemiſh not literally, but only figura- 


tively, to denote his perfect purity and 


holineſs. | 
THEREFORE, the lambs, which were 
offered in ſacrifice, under the Moſaic 
law, muſt be underſtood to be /ambs 
without ſpot and blemiſh, not in a literal, 
2 but 
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but in a figurative ſenſe, as denoting (not 
the perfect purity and holineſs of theſe 
animals, as in the other caſe, but) that 
the ſacrificer was to perform the ſervice, 

or to lead his whole life with the utmoſt 
ſincerity and ſanctity of heart. 


Tus is the only fyllogiſm which I can 

make out of the Dr's words. And it is a 
mere ſophiſm. For, 1ft. In the firſt pro- 
poſition, the middle term (viz. lambs with- 
out ſpot and blemiſh) is uſed in a double 
ſenſe, viz. for moral excellence, and for 
natural perfection of body. But in the ſe- 
cond propoſition, it is uſed in one of theſe 

ſenſes only, viz. for moral excellence. By 
this means, there come to be two middle 
terms in the ſyllogiſm; which quite ſpoils. 
the reaſoning.— But, adly. Suppoſing there 
was no fault in the ſyllogiſm, with regard 
to the middle term, the concluſion is wrong 
drawn: for the only concluſion that would, 
in this caſe, follow from the premiſes, (as 
every body mult ſee,) is this, that the lambs, 
which were offered in ſacrifices under the 
law of Moſes, muſt be underſtood to be 
Lambs without ſpot and blemiſh, not in a 
literal, but in a figurative ſenſe, as denoting 

that theſe animals ought to be perfectly 
ure and holy: whereas, the concluſion, 
which the Dr's way of reaſoning requires 
to be drawn from them, is, that theſe lambs 
were 
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were ſo denominated, to denote, That 
6 the ſacrificer ought to perform the ſer- 
« vice, or to lead his whole life, with the 
© utmoſt fincerity and ſanctity of heart: 
a concluſion, which, every body muſt ſee, 
doth not follow from them. 

§. 32. Tür Dr. goes on; © Other ritual 


actions, as waſhing the inwards and feet, 


* &c. I doubt not, had their ſpiritual mean- 
ing; which would not be difficult to 
be underſtood by a people that were ſo 
« much verſed in moral figures and em- 
«« blems.”——To which I anſwer. The 
Jews, without doubt, were a people who, in 
proceſs of time, came to be exceedingly 
verſed in moral figures and emblems ; for 
they made ſuch improvements in this no- 
ble ſcience, that at laſt, they converted the 
moſt part of their ſacred writings into figure, 
emblem, and allegory. But I ſuppoſe the 


Dr. has not ſo high or favourable an opinion 


of their wiſdom and ſkill in this ſurpriſing 
and admirable art, or of the truth and uſe- 
fulneſs of their cabaliſtical jargon about mo- 
ral figures and emblems, as to recommend 
them, and their great judgment in things 
of this kind, to the regards of mankind.— 
How far this people were verſed in moral 


figures and emblems in the days of Mo- 


fes; or by what means they might be ena- 
bled to diſcover figures and emblems in 


their law, or the meaning of them, any 
E 3 farther 
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farther than that law gave them inſtructions 
about them ; or by what helps either they, 


or the Dr. himſelf, could find out, that 


* the waſhing the inwards and feet, and 
© other ritual actions of the like nature, 
te had a ſpiritual or figurative meaning ;* 
theſe are things of which I am entirely ig- 
norant ; and, therefore, ſhall determine no- 


thing, one way or other, about them. How- 


ever, I cannot but congratulate the Dr. 


here, in that he has got above doubt, in 


an affair which was not difficult to be un- 
derſtood by the Jews; though I, and the 
bulk of. mankind, have not yet found out 
the means of getting above doubt, or even 
of knowing any thing at all, about it. 


And, if no inconveniency may attend the 


communication of this ſecret, I could with 
that the Dr. would be ſo good as to pub- 
liſh it.—But, after all, the Dr. tells us, 
* that he is confined to ſcripture- evidence; 
% and muſt infiſt upon nothing, but what 
e is there particularly explained.” A plain 
confeſſion this, that he had no ſcripture- 
evidence, whereby he could clear up the 


ſpiritual meaning of theſe ritual actions; 


and, conſequently, that the mentioning of 
them, was nothing to his purpoſe. 


The 
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The general concluſion drawn from the fore- 
going evidence. 


F. 33. Bur then the Dr. adds, what he 
thought was greatly to his purpoſe, viz, 
« What (evidence) we have found there 
* (in the ſcriptures) is ſufficient to the 
“ preſent purpoſe. For laying all this to- 
e gether, it can, I think, be no queſtion, 
<© but ſacrifices were a ſymbolical addreſs 
© to God; intended to expreſs before him 
ce the devotion, affections, diſpoſitions, and 
ce defires of the heart, by ſignificative and 


„5 


© emblematical actions. 


§. 34. ALL that I think needful to be 
ſaid, in anſwer to this general concluſion, 
is, that every text of ſcripture, produced 
by the Dr. in ſupport of this notion of the 
ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, has 
been particularly conſidered ; and; upon the 
ſtricteſt ſcrutiny, it has been found, that 
none of theſe texts contain any truths, or 
ſupply any conſequences, which give any 
manner of countenance to this notion of 
ſacrifices. Wherefore, I conclude, that 
when all theſe texts, and all the truths 


See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap, II. 5. 23, 24. | 
E 4 really 
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really contained in them, and all the conſe- 
quences fairly deducible from them, are laid 
together, they do not amount to any ſcrip- 
ture-evidence, or any degree of ſcripture- 
evidence, of the truth of the Dr's notion 
of Jewiſh ſacrifices. * 8 

35. In the two following paragraphs, 
the Dr. tells us, That, in this notion of 
ſacrifice, which he gives us, is included 
* whatſoever is expreflive of a pious 


and virtuous diſpoſition *,” Sc. And 


that what is ſaid of the worſhipper, as 
having hade a covenant with God by ſa- 
* crifice, Pſalm l. 5.” may be well ex- 
plained by it.—To which I anſwer ; that 
it is not my buſineſs here, to conſider 
what is included, or not included, in the 


Dr's notion of ſacrifice; or what may 


be done, or not done, by the help of it; 
but to enquire, vhether the ſcripture-evi- 
dence, which he has produced, be ſuffi- 
cient to ſupport and prove the truth of it. 
The ſcripture-evidence, which the Dr. has 
yet produced, is lame and inconclufive, as 
J have ſhewn. When he has produced bet- 
ter, it may then be proper to conſider what 
1s included in his notion of ſacrifice, or may 
be done by the help of it. 

§. 36. TE Dr. having thus given us his 


notion of Jewiſh ſacrifices, and confirmed, 


s See Scrip. doc. of Aton. Chap. II. F. 25, 26. 
as 
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as he thinks, the truth of it by ſcripture- 
evidence, he now proceeds to erect his 
ſcheme upon it, by accounting, in a ratio- 
nal way, for the effect which thoſe ſacri- 
fices had, in reference (1.) To God; and 
(2) To the perſons who offered them. 

S. 37. iſt. As to the effect, which thoſe 
ſacrifices had with God, he ſays, © Thus 
(z. e. by conceiving of facrifices as ſymbo- 
lical addrefles to God, by emblematical ac- 
tions) * we may form an idea of the ef- 
«© fe&t which ſacrifices had with God; 
ce which cannot well be any other than 
© that of prayer and praiſe, or other ex- 
e preſſions of our religious regards; which 
< are pleaſing to God as they proceed from, 
* or produce, good affections in us *. 

§. 38. Answ. Prayer and praiſe, with- 
out doubt, are acceptable to God, as they 

roceed from, or produce, good affections 
in us. But before it can be, in reaſon, ad- 
mitted, that Jewiſh ſacrifices had their ef- 
fect with God after the ſame manner as 
prayer and praiſe, it muſt be firſt proved, 
that thoſe ſacrifices were not only ſymbols 
of, but of the ſame nature and property 
with, prayer and praiſe; or, which 1s the 
ſame thing, that ſacrifice, prayer, and praiſe, 
are equipollent terms. Both theſe propo- 


d See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. II, F. 27. a 
ſitions, 
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ſitions, however inconſiſtent, the Dr. in- 
deed, has endeavoured to prove and ſupport 
by ſcripture- evidence. But the ſcripture- 
evidence, which he has advanced for theſe 
purpoſes, when examined by the rules of 
juſt and ſober criticiſm, has been found to 
be defective, and, indeed, no ſcripture- 
evidence at all. And, therefore, real and 


true ſcripture- evidence is ſtill wanting, and 


called for. 5 

8. 39. 2dly. As to the effect which Jew- 
iſh ſacrifices had, in reference to the per- 
ſons who offered them, the Dr. ſays, 
«© They were effectual to obtain the bleſſ- 
ce ings deſired. Particularly, ſin-offerings, 
ce or placular ſacrifices, —-were available to 


c the forgiveneſs of ſin. For it is often 


<« repeated in Levit. iv. v, and vi. chapters, 
« And the prieſt ſhall make atonement for 
* him, or them, or for the ſin, and it ſhall 
&« be forgiven,——Now taking ſacrifice for 
e a penitent addreſs to God, this may be 
e accounted for in the ſame manner as all 
<« other declarations of forgiveneſs to thoſe 
«© who repent, Sc.. 

$. 40. Answ, That ſacrifices were, ſome 
way or other, the means of obtaining 
bleſſings for the offerers, or of the con- 
veyance of bleſſings to them; and that 
piacular ſacrifices, in particular, were the 


' Sec Scrip. doc. of Aton. ex, Chap. II. $ 28. 
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means of the conveyance of the pardon 
of fin to them; theſe are things which 
no perſon, who believes the truth of the 
holy ſcriptures, can have any doubt about.— 
But whether piacular ſacrifices were a pe- 
nitent addreſs to God, and whether the 
efficacy of theſe ſacrifices, as availing to 
the pardon of ſin, be to be accounted Pa 
after the ſame manner as that of penitent | 
addreſs ; theſe are things which ſtand in 
need of ' ſome good proof. Suppoſing it 
really were true, that piacular ſacrifice was 
a penitent addreſs to God, yet this is not 
a ſelf-evident propoſition; and, therefore, 
it ought to be proved, before it be admit- 
ted for a true one. And, I add, that 
other and better evidences muſt be brought 
of its truth, than thoſe texts of ſcripture, 
from which the Dr. would infer, that 
ſacrifice and prayer are equipollent terms ; 
becauſe there is nothing in thoſe texts that 
amounts to a proof, or even any ſhadow of 
a proof,” of it, as I have ſhewn already. 


But there is no need to inſiſt any farther 


upon this point, becauſe the Dr. himſelf, 
if he will ſtand to his own definitions of 
facrifice, muſt diſclaim this notion of ſa- 
crifice : for, in his own ſenſe of things, 
expreſſed in thoſe definitions, ſacrifice is 
not penitent addreſs, but only a ſymbol of 
penitent addreſs, And it will be allowed, 

| 1 
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J think, that there is a wide difference be- 
tween a thing and the ſymbol of it. Now 
if we ſhould ſuppoſe with the Dr. that pi- 


acular ſacrifice was a ſymbol of penitent 


addreſs, yet it will be no eaſy matter to 
prove, that the efficacy of ſacrifice and that 
of penitent addreſs are the ſame, or that 


they may be accounted for after the ſame 


manner: for in order to prove this, it will 
be neceſſary to prove, that penitent addreſs 
and the external ſymbol of it have the 
ſame efficacy: and, therefore, it will be 
incumbent on the Dr. to produce a clear 
and ſatisfactory proof of this; and in do- 
ing this, if I am not miſtaken, he will 
find great difficulty.— To ſay here, that pi- 


acular ſacrifices, as ſymbols of penitent ad- 


dreſs to God, availed to the obtaining of 
the pardon of ſin, is ſaying nothing to the 
purpoſe. It is the ſame way of reaſoning 
as if, to prove that the ſhell of a nut is 
nouriſhing to the body, one ſhould ſay, the 
ſhell of a nut, as containing the kernel, 
is conducive to the nouriſhment of the 
body; and, therefore the efficacy of the 
ſhell and of the kernel of a nut in nouriſh- 
ing the body, may be accounted for af- 
ter the ſame manner, The moral virtues 
of the mind have been repreſented by ex- 
ternal ſymbols. But can any perſon think, 
that thoſe ſymbols, however uſed, or to 

| what 
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what perſon ſoever tendered, would have 
the ſame efficacy as the moral virtues them- 
ſelves; or that the efficacy of the moral 
virtues, and of the ſymbols of them, is to 
be accounted for, 7 — the ſame manner ? 

Having now. examined all the evidence 
for the ſymbolical nature and efficacy of 
Jewiſh ſacrifices, the Dr. has brought from 
the way and manner in which the ſcrip- 
tures ſpeak of Sacrifice and Sacrificing, in 
thoſe paſſages which have no relation to 
Jewiſh Sacrifices, I now proceed to 


CHAS . 


Containing an examination of that proof of 
the ſymbolical meaning, efficacy, and defign 
of TJewiſh ſacrifices, which Dr. Taylor 
brings from thoſe accounts which the ſerip- 
tures give us of atonements that were made 
by other means than Levitical ſacrifices. 


8. . DR. Taylor having obſerved, © that 

«© words of ſeven fignifications 
cc are derived from the Hebrew root $95 
* caphar; of which ſignifications, atone- 
© ment, or to make atonement, is one.“ 
and taken notice, likewiſe, ** that the word, 
ce atonement, in our Engliſh tranſlation of 


2 See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examincd, 
Chap. IV. S. 62. 7 
cc the 
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© the Old Teſtament, is always rendered 

&« from ſome tenſe, or noun, derived from 

« this Hebrew root *;” he next ſets down 

all the places in the Old Teſtament where 

this Hebrew word occurs, in the ſenſe of 

atonement, either as a verb, or a noun. 

And in doing this, he marks all theſe 

places. with an aſteriſm, where it occurs 

in an extra-levitical ſenſe, or as having no 

relation to Jewiſh ſacrifices. The places 

thus marked, are the following, vz2. (I.) As 

a verb, Exod. xxi. 30.—XXIX. 10, 15.— 

xxxii. 30. Numb. xvi. 46, 47.—Xxxv. 13.— 

XXX1. 50. 2 Sam. xxi. 3. Deut. xxi. 8.— 

xxxii. 43. Numb. xxxv. 33. Pſal. Ixv, 2.— 

Ixxix. 9. Prov. xvi. 6. Iſai. vi. 7.—Xxii. 14. 

—xxvii. 9. Dan, ix. 24. Gen. xxxii. 20. 

Prov. xvi. 14. Ezek. xvi. 63. Iſai. xlvii. 11, 

Deut. xxi. 8. 2 Chron. xxx. 18. Pſal. Ixxviii. 

38. Jer. xvili. 23. Iſai. xxviii. 18. (2.) As 

a noun, Exod. xxx. 12. Job xxxiii. 24.— 

xxxvi. 18. Prov. vi. 3 5.—Xili. 8.—xxi. 18. 

Iſai. xliii. 3. Pſal. xlix. 7. Numb. xxxv. 

31, 32. 1 Sam. xii. 3. Ames v. 12. | 
$. 2. IN order to diſcover the true ſenſe 

of atonement, and of making atonement, 

in each of theſe texts, the Dr. ſets them | 

all down, one after another, in one co- | 

lumn; and, oppoſite to each of them, (in 


\ o See Scrip. doc. of Aton. ex. Chap. IV. S. 61. 
© Ibidem F. 66, 67. 
an- 
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another column, ) he marks down the 
mean by which the atonement was made, 
and the ect which was produced by it. e. g. 


Amos v. 12.— They afflict EFFECT. Exemption of the 
the juſt, they take a bribe Nun from puniſhment _ 
97 [an atonement] EAN. A premium given. 4 


§. 3. INSTEAD of fitting down each of 
the texts aforeſaid, together with the e. 
and mean of atonement, after this manner ; 
I ſhall give the reader a view of the ſeveral 
effects which are aſcribed to extra-leviti- 
cal atonements in theſe texts, and of the 
ſeveral means by which they were produced ; 
this being all that is neceſſary to my pur- 
poſe. | | 
§. 4. Tux effects which are aſcribed to 
extra-levitical atonements in theſe texts, 
are the following, vis. 

1ſt. The prevention of, or deliverance 
from, certain natural evils; particularly dan- 
gers, ſufferings, calamitys, the wrath of 
man, the power and oppreſſion of enemies, 


diſtemper of body, death, the reſtoration of 


ſafety and proſperity. 


2dly, The prevention of, or deliverance 
from, penal evils, or ſuch natural evils as 
had been threatened or inflicted as the pu- 
niſhment of fin; particularly, ſufferings, ca- 


à See Seripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. V. ü 
lamitys, 
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lamitys, judgments, deſtruction, the plague, 
enemies, captivity, ſickneſs, death. 
3dly, Satisfaction to the injured Gibeo- 


nites, which was effected by an act of Juſ- 


tice on bloody Saul's family. 
§. 5. THE means, by which the forego- 
ing effects are ſaid to be produced in the 


texts aforeſaid, are the following, viz; Half 
a ſhekel of money; a cenſer of burning in- 


cenſe in the hand of Aaron; the execution 


of juſtice on criminals; an offering out of 


the ſpoils; the ſlaying of an heifer, proteſ- 
tation of innocence, and prayer ; the mercy 


or pure goodneſs of God; mercy and truth; 


benevolence and juſtice practiſed towards 
men; prayer ; wiſe and prudent counſel ; 
a handſome preſent ;. a ſum of money payed ; 
a premium, or bribe; affliction and cor- 


rection, productive of repentance and re- 


formation; ſuch ſufferings of wicked men 
as were conducive to the happineſs and de- 
liverance of the righteous. 

$. 6. THESE then are all the efe&s which, 
in the texts before- mentioned, are aſcribed 
to extra- levitical atonements; and theſe the 
ſeveral means by which thoſe effects were 
produced. Hence it is evident, that an 
extra- levitical atonement did conſiſt in the 
production of one or other of theſe effects, 


by ſome one other of the means mentioned. 


This gives us a clear idea of the nature of 
cxtra-levitical atonements. 


§. 7, Now, 


% 
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7. Now, if the Dr's notion of the 
ſymbolical meaning and deſign of Jewiſh 
ſacrifices, can be rightly inferred from this 
repreſentation which he has given us of the 
nature of extra-levitical atonements, as 
being certain effects produced by various 
ſorts of means; it muſt be inferred either 
from every part of it, or from a certain part 
of it only. The Dr. himſelf doth not pre- 
tend to infer it from every part of this repre- 
ſentation. And, indeed, in many parts of 
it, there is ſuch a diſſimilarity between the 
means and effects, and thoſe of Levitical 
atonements, that nothing can be inferred 
from them concerning the nature and deſign 
of Jewiſh ſacrifices. It remains, therefore, 
that the Dy's notion of the ſymbolical mean- 
ing and deſign of Jewiſh ſacrifices, can only, 
even in his own apprehenſion of things, be 
inferred from ſome part of the repreſentation 
which he has given us of the nature of 
extra- levitical atonements; and particularly 
rom that part of it, where there appears to 


be ſome ſimilarity between the means and 


effects uſed and produced in the one caſe, 
and thoſe which were uſed and produced in 
the other. And in order to diſcover this 
part of it, it will be neceſſary to attend to 
that arrangement or aſſortment of the fore- 
going tes ts. which the Dr. exhibits in the 
VIth chapter of his book. 


$. 8. IN 
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§. 8. In ſorting theſe texts, the Dr. ob- 
ſerves, firſt, that, in ſome caſes, perſons 
cc make atonement for themſelves :''—And, 
* in other caſes, atonement is made for 
«© them by others. Theſe obſervations 
relate only to the perſons by whom, and for 
whom, atonement was made, but deter- 
mine nothing about the nature of atone- 


ment. For which reaſon, I ſhall fay no- 


thing more about them. 


$. 9. His next obſervation, is, that, 
one of theſe texts (vis. Dan. ix. 24.) 


& relateth to the Mefliah *.”” This text 
affords no ground to think, that the Jewiſh 
ſacrifices were of a ſymbolical nature, be- 
cauſe the atonement, made by the ſacrifice 
of the Meſſiah, was not of that kind. 

$. 10. His third obſervation, is, that 
ce one place (Iſai. xxv. 18.) relates to the 
* diſannulling of an agreement“. —This 
agreement was a covenant made with death. 
And puniſhment was the mean by which it 
was to be diſannulled. Wherefore, no con- 
cluſion can be drawn from the nature of 
this extra-levitical atonement concerning the 
ſymbolical nature of Levitical atonements 
becauſe the effect produced, and the mean 


» See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VI. S. 107. No. 1. 
f Tbidem No. 2. 
s Ibidem No. 3. 
made 
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made uſe of, in the one caſe, were quite 
different from thoſe in the other. 
S. 11. He next obſerves, that Six (of 
the caſes in theſe texts) relate to the 
8 dealings of one man with another,” (vis. 
Gen. xxii. 40. Prov. xvi. 14.— vi. 3 5.— 
xiii. 8.- 1 Sam, xii. 3. Amos v. 12.) In theſe 
caſes, he ſays, one perſon is ſuppoſed to 
« be obnoxious to the reſentment of an- 
« other: and the atonement or ranſom is 
« made by giving, doing, or ſaying ſome- 
ce thing to content, appeaſe, and reconcile 
the offended party . — Tis manifeſt, 
therefore, that the means by which theſe 
atpnements were made, were not of a ſym- 
bolical nature, and that the effects, produ- 
ced by them, were entirely different from 
thoſe of Levitical atonements. For which 
reaſons, no concluſion can be drawn from 
them concerning the ſymbolical nature of 
Jewiſh ſacrifices. 

§. 12. His next obſervation is, © That 
« three (viz; 2 Sam. xx1, 3. . 
* 29, 30. Numb. xxxv. 31, 432.) ſeem 
ce to. be, mixed caſes, relating partly to God 
« and partly to man. The firſt text propoſ- 
„ eth both ſatisfaction to the Gibeonites, 


„ and the removal of the famine which 


* God had inflicted. In the ſecond, the 


h See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VI. S. 107. Ne. 4 | 
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* death due by the law of God to the 
© owner of an ox that hath ſlain a man, 
“ might, by the permiſſion of the ſame 
* law, be bought off with a ſum of money 
% paid to man. In the third, God per- 
«© mitted no atonement for a murtherer, &c. 
* And man was not to take any bribe to ex- 
e empt him from puniſhment '.” Concern- 
ing theſe three caſes, I ſhall make the fol- 
lowing obſervations. 


In the fr} caſe, the giving ſatisfaction to 


the Gibeonites was the immediate, the re- 
moval of the famine, the more remote, 
effect of the atonement. The firſt of theſe 
effects was of a nature different from all 
the effects of Levitical atonements; and 
the mean, by which it was produced, was 
not only not ſymbolical, but the very re- 


verſe of thoſe means by which levitical 


atonements were made. For which reaſons, 
no concluſion can be drawn from the na- 
ture of this atonement about the ſymbolical 
nature of Jewiſh facrifices. The ſecond ef- 
fect of this atonement coincides with thoſe 
of Levitical atonements, and will be con- 
fidered under the Dr's next obſervation. 

In the caſe which is ſet forth in the ſecond 
of theſe three texts, the judge or civil ma- 


giſtrate was left at liberty to accept of a 


i See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. VL. §. 107. Ne. 5. 
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Chap. II. Jewiſh Sacrijices examined. 69 
mulct, or ſum of money, for, and in lieu 
of, the offender's life. And in the offen- 
der's ſubmitting to this vicarious puniſhment, 
and paying the mulct impoſed on him, did 
the ranſom of his lite, or the atonement 
that was made for it, conſiſt. This caſe, 


therefore, if it doth ſupply any concluſion 


about the nature and deſign of Levitical 


ſacrifices, that concluſion will not be found 


to be favourable to the Dr's notion of their 
being of a ſymbolical nature: for it is this, 
that the making atonement did conſiſt in vi- 
carious puniſhment inflicted, not, indeed, 
upon the ſacrifice, but upon the offender 
himſelf. And how the Dr. may reliſh this 
notion of atonement, or ſacrifice, I know 
not. But whether he doth, or doth not, ap- 
prove of it, the atonement mentioned in 
this text, gives no countenance or ſupport 
to his notion of the ſymbolical nature of 
Jewiſh ſacrifices, but is directly againſt it. 
The third text, in this claſs, is, Exod. xxi. 
31, 32. The thing there forbidden, is, the 
taking any atonement, that is, ſatisfaction, 
or mulct in money, for, and in lieu of, 
the life of a murderer ; or for, and in lieu 
of, the confinement of a man-flayer in the 
city of refuge. This text, therefore, plainly 
ſuggeſts, that, in ſome caſes, atonement 
might be made by the civil magiſtrate's ſub- 
ſtiruting, and accepting of, a lighter puniſh— 
ment in lieu of a heavier one; a ſuggeſtion 


Fi; which 
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which is very unfavourable to the Dr's notion 
of the ſymbolical nature of Levitical atone- 
ments, or ſacrifices. The mean, by which, it 
18 ſuppoſed, this atonement might have been 
made, was not ſymbolical of addreſs to God, 

or of any thing elſe. It was the ſuffering 
of a lighter puniſhment | in lieu of a heavier 
one. There is no inference, therefore, 
which can be drawn from the nature of 


this atonement, but what makes directly 
againſt the Dr's notion of the ſymbolical- 


nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices. 

§. 13. Tur Dr's laſt obſervation, is, that 
e the remaining twenty-ſix are caſes be- 
e tween the moſt high God and man, and 
© relate to his favour or diſpleaſure, and to 
« judgments or bleſſings from him alone.” 
(Theſe twenty-ſix caſes are thoſe which are 
exhibited in the following texts, viz. Exod. 
xxii. ZO.—XXX. 15, 16. Numb. xvi. 40, 
47.—XXV. 13.—XXX1. 50. 2 Sam. XX1, 3. 
Deut. xxi. 8.—xxxil. 43. Numb. xxxv. 33. 
Pſal. Ixv. 3.—Ixx1x. 9. Prov. xvi. 6. Iſai. vi. 
7 ,—XXU. 14.—Xxxvii. 7, 8, 9. Ezck. xvi. 
60--63. Iſai. xlvii. 11. Deut. xxi. 8. 
2 Chron. xxx. 18. Pſal. Ixxxviii. 37. Jer. 
xvili. 23. Exod. xxx. 12, Job xxxiii. 24.— 
18. Pro. 1. 28. Wi. Ti. 8. 


rr 
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F. 14. To the cafes of this claſs belongs 
the atonement which was made in the caſe 
of the Gibeonites, as far as it had for its ef- 
fect, the removal of the famine which the 
Iſraelites ſuffered as a puniſhment for the 
oppreſſion of theſe Gibeonites: for it ſup- 
plies us with the ſame idea of atonement. 
And, therefore, what is ſaid of them, will 
be applicable to this. 

§. 15. THz moſt part of the texts of this 
claſs, ſupply us with inftances of extra-le- 
vitical atonements which had the pardon of 
fin, or the removal of puniſhment, for their 


effect; which was, likewiſe, the effect that 


was produced by many of the levitical ſa- 


erifices. It is, therefore, in theſe texts, if 


in any, that we can expect to meet with 
ſuch aſſertions, hints, and ſuggeſtions as 


may furniſh us with reaſons to conclude, 


that Jewiſh ſacrifices were of a ſymbolical 
nature and intention. It will, therefore, 
be proper here, to be particularly careful in 
the examination of all that the Dr. has 
ſaid about theſe texts, and of all the in- 
ferences which he has drawn from them; 
and to try, as far as we can, whether his 
main concluſion has, or has not, any ſup- 
port from them, v/2. © That Jewiſh ſacri- 
*© fices were ſymbolical addreſſes to God, 
e expreſſing by outward ſigns, what is ex- 
e preſſed in prayer and praiſe by words, or 
e jn the courſe of life by deeds,” —Before I 

F 4 enter 
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enter upon this ſubject, I mult confeſs, hat 
my ex pectation of finding any thing in theſe 
texts that has a tendency to confirm or ſup- 
port this notion of Jewith ſacrifices, is very 
ſmall. For though the effect, produced by 
theſe ſacrifices, and by the atonements men- 
tioned in the texts of this claſs, was the 
ſame; yet the mean, by which it was pro- 
duced in the former caſe, was ſo different 
from the ſeveral means by which it was 


produced in the latter, that I cannot ſee, _ ' 


that there can be any reaſoning from the 
nature of theſe extra-levitical atonements to 
that of Jewiſh ſacrifices, that can be thought 
to be concluſive and ſatisfactory: for when 
means of a different nature concur in the 
production of the ſame effect, theſe means 
muſt, of neceſſity, exert their efficacy, in 
the production of that effect, after a different 
manner. But let us fee what the Dr. ſays 
in this affair. 
§. 16. Tur firſt thing he ſays, is, © In 
e two of theſe caſes, fin is neither expreſſed 
* nor implied.“ — Theſe two caſes are thoſe 
which are exhibited, Prov. xxi. 18. Iſai. xliii. 
In which two texts, the ſufferings of 


the wicked are mentioned, as being a ran- 


ſom or atonement for the righteous, or 
the means of their deliverance and happineſs. 


See geripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VI. §. 107. No. 6. 
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Chap. II. Jewiſh Sacrifices examined. 73 
*Tis manifeſt, therefore, that theſe two texts 
treat of an affair in which Jewiſh ſacrifices 
never had, never could have, any concern. 
And therefore, tis impoſſible, that they 
ſhould ſupply any inference, hint, or ſug- 
geſtion in ſupport of the Dr's notion of the 
ſymbolical nature of theſe ſacrifices, or, in- 
deed, concerning any other notion of the 
nature of them. 0 

F. 17. Tur Dr. proceeds thus, © In 
ce the reſt of them, (i. e. of the texts of this 
&« claſs,) fin is expreſſed or implied. Now 
« here we are to conſider, I. The effect 
© of the atonement. And II. The means 
by which it was made.” 

I. The effect is the pardon of fin va- 
<« riouſly expreſſed or implied. Sometimes 
it is expreſſed by the forgiveneſs, or 
*« taking, or purging away, or cleanſing 
© of ſin.— Sometimes by the removal, and, 
e in negative atonement, by the inflicting 
© and continuing of calamitys; or the be- 
« ſtowing of bleſſings. Sometimes, partly 
e by the forgiving, or not forgiving of ſin, 
* partly by the removal or not removal of 
« calamitys. 

H. © The means by which atonement. 
« was made, are ſuch as God affords and 
provides, or ſuch as men deviſe.” THR: 

«© 1{t. Such as God affords and provides: 
* as (1.) His own goodneſs and mercy 
* alone——(2.) Prayer.—(3.) Inſtruction, 

prayer, 
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74 Dr. TavLoR's Sentiments of Part J. 
e prayer, and repentance.—-(4.) Acts of 
« virtue and juſtice.— (f.) Diſciplinary vi- 
<« fitations.— (G.) An offering to the ſervice 
% of religion.--—(7.) Sufferings of ſome 
* which turn to the benefit of others.” 
„ 2dly. Such as men deviſe, as counſels; 
& riches, forces, or any ſhifts they uſe to 
«« preſerve and ſecure themſelves ». 
$. 18. HERE one would have expected, 

to find the Dr. applying the texts of this 
elaſs to his main purpoſe, by making theſe 
eritieiſms, and pointing out theſe affirma- 
tions, hints, or ſuggeſtions, upon which his 
notion of the ſybolical nature of Jewith 
ſacrifices has its dependence. But inſtead 
of this, he only gives us an account of the 
effect of theſe extra- levitical atonements 
which are mentioned in them, and of the 
ſeveral means by which theſe atonements 
were made; without drawing one ſingle 
inference from it, or any part of it, about 
the nature of Levitical ſacrifices or atone- 
ments. And this omiſſion is the more ſur- 
prifing, becauſe the eſtabliſhment of his 
main point did entirely depend on a contrary 
management, 

8. 19. AND, indeed, in theſe texts, as far 
as J can ſee, there is nothing at all; nothing 

affirmed, hinted, or ſuggeſted; from which 


m Sce Scripture-doQrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VI. S. 107. No. 6. and F. 108, | 
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it ean be faitly inferred, that Levitical, pi- 
acular ſacrifices were * ſymbolical addreſſes 
« to God, expreſſing by outward figns, 


„ what is exprefled in prayer by words, 


% of in the courſe of life by deeds'”=-"Tis 
true, that the effect of the atotiements 
mentioned in them, and of thoſe facrifices 
which were offered for ſin, was the ſame, 
Vis. the pardon of ſin, or the removal 
of ſuch calamitys as had been inflicted as the 
puniſhment of it: and, therefore, both of 
them were ſubſervient to the ſame end. 
But though they were thus productive of 
the ſame effect, (yet, becauſe the means 
were different,) it will not follow, that 
theſe atonements for fin; were of the fame 
nature, or that they were made after the 
fame or a ſimilar manner, Extra-levitical 
atonements for ſin, as the Dr. very well 
obſerves, were made by, or through, the 


mercy of God, prayer, inſtruction, repen- 


tance, acts of virtue and juſtice, diſcipli- 
nary viſitations, or an offering to the ſervice 
of religion: but Levitical atonements were 
made by means of a very different nature ; 
even by the oblation of ſlain animals, or 
of the tenth part of an ephah of fine flower. 
The atonements, therefore, which were 
made by means that were of ſuch a dif- 
ferent and diſſimilar nature, muſt have been 
of a diſſimilar nature, and made after a 


different manner. This is a concluſion 


which 
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which naturally ariſes from the different 
nature of the means whereby Levitical 
and extra-levitical atonements were made. 
And it is the only inference, I think, 


that can be fairly drawn from it.— Again, 


the texts of this claſs, ſpeak only of extra- 
levitical atonements, their effect, and the 
ſeveral means by which they were made : 
But they ſay nothing about Levitical ſacri- 
fices or atonements; nor ſupply us with any 


hint, or ſuggeſtiony from which any conclu- 


ſion can be drawn about the nature of them, 
unleſs it ſhould be ſuppoſed, that there is 
ſome ſpell or myſtery in the word atone- 
ment. And, therefore, from . theſe texts 
we can learn nothing about the nature of 
Levitical ſacrifices or atonements,—Finally, 


the means by which the extra-levitical atone- 


ments, mentioned in theſe texts, were made, 
were literal and unfigurative : and, therefore, 


if they do ſupply us with any inference or 


concluſion about the nature of Levitical 
atonements, it is this, that the means, by 
which theſe atonements were made, were 
not ſymbolical or emblematical, but literal 
and unfigurative; a concluſion, which is the 
very revetſe of that which the Dr's notion 
of the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh fſacri- 


. fices requires to be drawn from them. 


$. 20. Bur, becauſe the pardon of ſin 
is mentioned in ſcripture, as being the effect 
of atonements, both Levitical and extra- 
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| Tevitical ; the Dr. perhaps may think, that 


this-is a ſufficient ground for this concluſion, 
© That theſe two kinds of atonements were, 
©« jn ſome ſenſe or other, of a ſimilar na- 
© ture; and conſequently, * that theſe 
% Levitical ſacrifices, by which atonement 
« was made for ſin, muſt have been ſym- 
© bols of prayer, repentance, and of the 
© other means by which extra-levitical 
« atonements were made for fin.” Theſe 
two concluſions, I muſt confeſs, are exactly 
calculated for the Dr's purpoſe. But then, 
before they are admitted, their connection 
with, and dependence on, what is ſaid, in 
the texts of this claſs, muſt be cleared up; 
which is not yet done; nor, as far as I can 
ſee, ever will be done. And if this really 
were done, the Dr. would find, that his 
work was but half done; becauſe the hy- 
potheſis of the emblematical nature of theſe 
piacular ſacrifices which were offered to 
make atonement for ſin, will not explain, 
nor account for, the nature of theſe piacu- 
lar ſacrifices which were offered with an- 
other view, and to ſubſerve different ends. 
But as the Dr. himſelf draws neither of 
theſe two inferences from the texts mention- 
ed, nor any other, in order to ſupport his 
notion of the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh 
ſacrifices, tis needleſs to ſay any thing fur- 


ther about this affair. 
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F. 21. T HAvE'now taken a particular and 


accurate view of the Dr's arrangement of 


the 37 texts of ſcripture, which treat of 
extra-levitical atonements; and have ſhewn, 
I.think, that no one of thoſe texts, nor any 
particular claſs or aſſortment of them, gives 
any countenance or ſupport to his notion 
of the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices; 
yea, that he himſelf, no where applies any 
of thoſe texts for the ſupport either of that, 


or of any other notion, about the nature of - 


theſe ſacrifices. 

F. 22. Bur tho' the Dr. draws no con- 
cluſion, for the ſupport of his main point, 
either from any one of thoſe texts, or 
from any particular aſſortment of them; 
yet he draws ſeveral concluſions from the 


whole, And though I cannot well tell, what 


he means by this whole ; yet it will be pro- 
per, to examine thoſe concluſions which he 
draws from it, in order to fee, whether they 


are right drawn, and whether they have any 
tendency to confirm his ſentiments about 


the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices. 
§. 23. Th Dress firſt inference from the 
whole, is, © That forgiveneſs of fin is ex- 
emption from puniſhment ".”—This in- 
ference is an undoubted ſcripture-truth. 
But it doth not follow, from the whole of 
what either the Dr. ſays, or the ſcriptures 


n See Scrip. doc. of Aton. ex. Chap. VI. S. 111. 
1 do 
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do ſay, concerning extra- levitical atone- 
ments; nor yet from any of the before- 
mentioned 37 texts of ſcripture, except; 
thoſe which are found in the laſt claſs: 
the Dr's arrangement of them. And, even 
in this claſs, there are two texts, from which 
no ſuch inference can be drawn. But what 
I am, here, chiefly concerned to take notice 
of, is, that this inference has no tendency 
to confirm or ſupport the Dr's notion about 
the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, 
$. 24. The Dr's next inference from the 
whole, is, © That the means of making 
« atonement for fin are not uniform; but 


that any mean whereby ſinners are re- 


e formed, and the judgments of God à- 
“ verted, is atoning, or making atonement, 
0e for their fins, as, the ſole goodneſs of God, 
© the prayers of good men, repentance, 
“ diſciplinary viſitation, ſignal acts of juſ- 
c tice and virtue. - This, likewiſe, is a 
good inference from ſeveral of the texts 
in the laſt claſs, but not from the whole 
of them; much leſs from ell the 37 texts 
which treat of extra- levitical atonements. 
But the thing which demands our chief no- 
tice here, is, that this inference makes no- 
thing for the Dr's main purpoſe, which is, 
to prove, That piacular ſacrifices were 


o See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. VI. S. 112. | 
« ſymbols 


. Y x at] 
— 3 — 


3 


— near 
1 


. ä gs = 23 — — = l 0 
3 — 2 —— — —— — = a 
_ * 2 * = 
< * 2 — - 


15 
14 

, To 
43 


8 Dr. TavyLok's Sentiments of Part I. 


* ſymbols of prayer, repentance, and good 
* diſpoſitions of mind :” for, from the dif- 
formity of thoſe means, by which extra- 
levitical atonements were made, no good 


argument can be taken, whereby to prove 


any thing concerning the nature of Leviti- 
cal atonements, or of the means by which 
they were made, Yea, the different nature 
of the means, by which extra-levitical a- 
tonements were made, gives us ground 


to think, that theſe very atonements were - 


made in a different and diſſimilar manner: 
conſequently, that, in the ſeveral texts re- 
lating to them, the Hebrew word, which 
either 1s, or ought to be, rendered atonement, 
or making atonement, 1s to be underſtood 
not in one uniform ſenſe, but in ſeveral dif- 
ferent ſenſes, according to the different na- 
ture and efficacy of the different means by 
which theſe atonements were made, If fo; 
it will be extremely difficult, to determine, 
in what ſenſe we are to underſtand this 
Hebrew word, when it is uſed to denote 
the efficacy or effect of Jewiſh ſacrifices, 
even ſuppoſing that ſenſe to be one or 
other of thoſe ſenſes in which it is uſed 


in theſe texts which relate to extra-le- ' 


vitical atonements: for ſince this word is 
uſed in a variety of ſenſes in thoſe texts, it 
will be very difficult to determine, with 
any degree of evidence, in which of theſe 
different ſenſes it is to be underſtood in 

theſe 
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theſe places, which relate to Levitical atone- 
ments or ſacrifices. Beſides, this ambiguous 
word's being uſed in ſuch a variety of ſenſes 
in thoſe texts which relate to extra- levitical 
atonements, gives one ground to think, that 
it may bear a ſenſe different from all theſe, 
in thoſe texts which relate to Levitical a- 
tonements: and this ſuſpicion will be greatly 
ſtrengthened, and even converted into an 
high degree of probability, when it is con- 
ſidered, that, among all the means whereby 
denen atonements were made, there 
is not one to be found, that was of a ſym- 
bolical nature, or, of the ſame nature with 
thoſe by which the Dr. ſuppoſes Levitical 
atonements to have been made. — This in- 
ference, therefore, which the Dr. draws, 
inſtead of being, in any manner, conducive 


to confirm or ſupport his notion about the 


ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, has, 
in all the reſpects mentioned, a direct ten- 
dency, if not to confute and ſubvert, yet to 
render it, in the higheſt degree, improbable. 
§. 25 . Tue Dr's third inference from the 
whole, is, That the giving an equivalent 
« to God is no ways included in the no- 
« tion of atonement.” And the fourth ie, 
“ 'That the transferring of guilt doth not 
<« belong to the ſenſe of atonement?” 
Theſe two are good inferences from the 
whole of the Dr's 37 texts of ſcripture, and 
G from 


y See Scrip. doc. of Aton. Chap. VI. F. 113, 114. 


$2 Dr. TavyLoR's Sentiments F Part J. 


from the whole matter contained in them, 
according to the view which he has given 


us of it: for there is no inſtance of atone- 


ment, exhibited in either of theſe two wholes, 
that implies, yea, that doth not exclude, 
the notions, both of giving an equivalent 


to God, and of transferring guilt But 


when all this is admitted, it will not follow, 
that the notion of giving an equivalent to 


God, or that of transferring guilt, doth not 
belong to the fenſe of Levitical ſacrifices or 
atonements. The texts of ſcripture menti- 


oned, only tell us, what was included, or 
not included, in the notion and ſenſe of 
extra-levitical atonements : but. they deter- 
mine nothing at all about what was included, 
or not included, in the idea and ſenſe of 
Levitical ſacrifices or atonements. And, 

therefore, it is a wrong way of reaſoning, to 


argue, that, becauſe che notions of giving 


an equivalent to God, and of transferring 
guilt, were not included in the ſenſe of ex- 
tra- levitical atonements, therefore, they are 
not included in the ſenſe of levitical atone- 
ments. The excluſion of theſe notions from 
the idea of the former, doth not prove, that 


they belong not to the ſenſe of the latter. 


Tis very poſſible, that neither of theſe no- 
tions may belong to the ſenſe of Levitical 
ſacrifices or atonements; and there are rea- 
ſons to think, that they do not: but then 
the proof of this muſt be brought from 
ſome other topic, than that of their not 

belonging 
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belonging to the ſenſe of extra-levitical a- 
tonements.— But what I am chiefly con- 
cerned to remark here, is, that theſe two 
inferences, even ſuppoſing they were 

and concluſive, with regard to Jewiſh 
ſacrifices; yet they are no way ſubſervient 
to the Dr's main purpoſe, which is to prove, 
that piacular ſacrifices were ſymbols of 
prayer, repentance, and good moral dif- 
poſitions of mind. For, if we ſhould ſup» 
poſe, that giving an equivalent to God, 
and the transferring of guilt, are wrong 
notions of piacular facrifices; yet it will 


not follow, from theſe being wrong notions 


of them, that the Dr's notion of them 
is the right one. And, for any thing that 
he has yet proved to the contrary, it may 
be as wide of truth, as either of the other 
two. 

F. 26. TnesE then are all the inferences, 


which the Dr. has drawn from what he has 
exhibited, and ſaid, about the nature of 


extra-levitical atonements. And it now ap- 
pears, I think, that no one of them comes 
up to his main point, or amounts to a good 
proof, or even to any ſhadow of a proof 
of this, That Jewiſh ſacrifices were ſym- 
e bolical addrefles to God, expreſſing by 
e outward ſigns, what is exprefled in prayer 
<« and praiſe by words, or in the courſe of 
“ life by deeds :” but that, on the con- 
trary, there is ſomething in the nature of 
G 2 ſome 
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ſome of theſe atonements, perhaps of them 
all, which has the appearance of a proof 
of the falſhood of this notion of Jewiſh ſa- 


crifices. 


§. 27. BUT though the Dr. has not drawn 


any. inference from extra-levitical atonements, 


or from any thing that he has ſaid about 


them, that is ſubſervient to his main point; 

yet, in winding up this head, he draws a 
concluſion from the whole, which makes 
ample amends for all defects. This con- 
cluſion the Dr. draws in the following 


words, viz. © From the whole we may, I 
* think, truly conclude, that ſacrifices were 
* ſymbolical addreſſes to God, expreſſing 
« by outward ſigns, what is expreſſed in 
ce prayer and, praiſe by words, or in the 
« courſe of life by deeds ?,” 

8. 28. Tn1s concluſion exhibits the Dr 's 
definition of ſacrifices of all kinds, whether 
piacular ſacrifices or peace-offerings. Now, 
in that part of his book which treats of ex- 
tra-levitical atonements, he ſays nothing 
about peace-offerings. The whole, therefore, 
from which the Dr. draws this conclufen, 
muſt comprehend not only all that he has 


' ſaid about extra-levitical atonements z but, 


likewiſe, all that he has ſaid in the ſecond 
chapter of his book, about the meaning, 


deſign, 


2 See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VI. S. 118. 
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defign, and efficacy of Jewiſh ſacrifices; 
where, indeed, he endeavours to prove the 
truth l of this concluſion, in relation both 
to peace-offerings, and piacular ſacrifices : 
conſequently, this whole muſt comprehend 
whatever the Dy. in the foregoing part — 
his book, has ſaid, or advanced, in ſu 

of his opinion about the ſymbolical a 
of ſacrifices, —But- all the parts of this a 
J have already examined, and have ſhewyn, 


that no one of them contains, or affords, 


any premiſes, from which this concluſion can 
be fairly, and with any degree of evidence, 
drawn.” And fince it cannot be rightly 
drawn from any one of theſe parts, tis 
manifeſt, that it cannot be drawn from the 
aggregate of theſe parts, or the whole it- 
ſelf. Wherefore, we cannot truly conclude 


from this whole, That ſacrifices were 


« ſymbolical addreſſes to God, expreſſing 
*© by outward ſigns, what is expreſſed in 
* prayer and praiſe by words, or in the 


courſe of life by deeds.” And, conſe- 


quently, that the Dr's opinion, about the 


ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, re- 


mains unſupported by any thing he has yet 
advanced in ſupport of it. 

F. 29. Tur Dr. to ſtrengthen his con- 
a from the whole, ſubjoins, And 
“ ſurely it muſt confirm this ſentiment (1. e. 
* about the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh 
& ſacrifices) beyond all doubt, when the 
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« ſcripture, every where, declares, that 
« without fincere prayers and thankſgiv- 
* ings, without repentance, faith, and obe- 
& gience, all ſacrifices, were not only un- 
« profitable, as to the favour of God, and 
tc his pardoning mercy; but alſo deteſtable 
&« in his ſight: and when the prophets una- 
ce nimouſly agree, that it was not any thing 
ee in the moſt numerous, expenſive, or 


<* pompous ſacrifices that had any effect 
«© with God, but only dving juſtly, loving 


« mercy, and walking bumbly with God. 


FSi. 30. Answ. I acknowledge, that the 
fcripture every where declares, that, without 


repentance and fincere obedience, all facri- 
fices were not only unprofitable, as to God's 
favour and pardoning mercy, but deteſtable 


in his Gght; and that it declares, likewiſe, 


that the ſacrifices of the wicked, were an 
abomination to the Lord, and that the moſt 
numerous, expenſive, and pompous obla- 


tions, unaccompanied with repentance and 


obedience, doing juſtly, loving mercy, and 


walking humbly with God, would not avail 


to procure the favour of God, or to avert 
deſerved puniſhment.— But, as far as I can 
find, neither ſcripture, nor - prophet, any 
where declare, (as the Dr. ſays, they do,) 
« that it was not any thing in the moſt nu- 

T1] «© merous, 


hb See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VI. S. 119. 
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* merous, expenſive, or pompous facrifices 
* e of good or of wicked men) 
* that had any effect with God, but only 
« doing juſtly, loving mercy, and walking 
* humbly with God,” On the contrary, it is 
frequently declared, that the ſacrifices of good 
men, as well as their piety, were acceptable 
to God, and actually accepted by him; and 
had ſuch effect with him, that they were 
the real means of obtaining bleſſings from 
him. See Gen. iv. 4.—viti. 19. Levit. 
chapters v, and vi. 1 Sam. xxvi. 19. Job 
xlvi. 8, 9. Pfal. xx. 3. Ifai. lvi. 7. Ezek. 
xlili. 7, Sc,—To which let me add, that 
this doctrine of the Dr's if it were true, 
would prove too much, even that the inſti- 
tution of ſacrifices was altogether uſeleſs, 
and, therefore, unreaſonable, and the more 
ſo, becauſe it was burthenſome. 

F. 31. Bur notwithſtanding the ſcripture 
has declared, that ſacrifices, without repen- 
tance and fincere obedience, were unpro- 
fitable; as to the favour and pardoning mer- 
cy of God, and even deteſtable to him; 
yet I cannot fee, how this declaration ſhould 
be an undoubted confirmation, or any con- 
firmation at all, of the Dr's opinion about 
the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices ; 
unleſs we lay it down for a maxim, that 
where two things are mentioned as being 
concerned in the production of one effect, 
and it is ſaid, that that effect cannot be pro- 

G 4 duced 
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duced by the one without the other; there 


— thing, of which it is ſaid, that it can- 
not produce the effect without the other, 
muſt, in all caſes, be underſtood to be a 
ſymbol or emblem of that other thing. 
For unleſs this be admitted as a maxim, it 
will not follow, that ſacrifices were ſym- 
bols of repentance and obedient Jiſoofition, 
merely... becauſe it ſaid, that * ſacrifices, 
* without theſe, were unprofitable as to 


e the favour and pardoning mercy of God, 
« and even deteſtable to him.“ But this 


maxim, upon the truth of which the truth 
of the Dr's argument depends, is evidently 
falſe, as might be ſhewn from many in- 
ſtances of real facts, if it were needful. 
I ſhall only mention two, v/z. moiſture 
is a known cauſe of the fertility of the 
earth; but, without heat, it can conduce 
nothing eee fertility of the. earth : 
and yet it cannot with any truth, be hence 
inferred, that moiſture is a ſymbol of heat. 


—Again, to take an inſtance from a caſe, 


that is pretty fimilar to that which we are 


- conſidering; the performance of the ex- 


ternal dutys of religion is one mean, whereby 
an intereſt in the favour and pardoning mer- 
cy of God may be ſecured: but the per- 
formance of theſe external dutys, unac- 
companied with repentance, faith, and obe- 


dient diſpoſition, inſtead of contributing, in 


any degree, towards the ſecuring an intereſt 
= in 
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in the bleſſings mentioned, is utterly; un- 
profitable, and even deteſtable in the ſight 
of God: and yet it cannot be hence in- 
ferred, that the external dutys of religion 
are ſymbols of repentance, faith, and obe- 
dient diſpoſition. But though this inference 
cannot be, drawn from theſe, premiſes, yet 
there is the ſame reaſon for drawing it from 
them, that the Dr. had for drawing his 


inference, concerning the ſymbolical nature 


of Jewiſh ſacrifices, from the ſcripture's de- 


claring that “ all ſacrifices, without repen- 
<*« tance and obedient diſpoſition; were un- 
ce profitable, as to the favour and pardoning 
% mercy of God, and deteſtable in his 
« ſight,” - Wherefore, if the inference. be 


faulty in the one caſe, it muſt be equally 


faulty in the other. Upon the whole, we 
may, I think, truly conclude, that this de- 
claration of ſcripture, upon which the Dr. 
builds ſo much, is ſo far from being an 
undoubted confirmation,. that it is no con- 


firmation at all, of his opinion concerning 


the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices. 
$. 32. THAT which appears to me to 


have been true matter of fact in this caſe, 


is this; to the making atonement for ſin, 
under the law of Moſes, both repentance, 
expreſſed by a verbal confeflion of the fin, 
and, likewiſe, the oblation of a facrifice, 
were made neceſſary by the appointments 
of that law: and, for this reaſon, atone» 

ment 
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ment could not be made for any fin by either 
of the two, without the other. Repentance 
was neceſſary, in this affair, as a moral 
qualification in the ſinner for pardon. The 
facrifice, likewiſe, had its uſe and end in it, 
as an oblation to God for the fin which 
had been committed. —And may we not 


conceive of all this in a rational way, with- 


out ſuppoſing the facrifice to have been a 
fymbol either of repentance or of penitent 


addreſs to God, and without contradicting 


any one fingle dictate of reaſon, or com- 
mon ſenſe ? Surely this is very poſſible. Re- 

ntance, without doubt, was the only mo- 
ral turn or diſpoſition of mind, that could 
fit and qualify the offender for favour and 
pardon. This will be readily granted. And 


as to the ' ſacrifice ; (about the nature of 


which there is much diſpute ;) might not 
this have been a very fit and proper. in- 
ſtrument of divine government, inſtituted 
with a view to render the grant or convey- 
ance of pardon to the offender, confiſtent 
with the wiſdom, . goodneſs, ſecurity, end, 
and rectitude of divine government, by pre- 
ſerving a due difference between the treat- 
ment of the penitent offender, and the treat- 
ment of all other perſons, who had behaved 
in another way than he had done? The 
poſſibility of conceiving thus of the mean- 
ing, deſign, and efficacy of ſuch ſacrifices 
as were offered to make atonement for aro 
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ticular ſins which had been committed, 
cannot be much queſtioned among thinking 

perſons. But whether the Dr. will, or 
will not, think fit, to conceive of them 
after this manner 3 enough has been ſaid, 
to ſhew, that what he alledges here, from 
the ſcripture, as an undoubted conſirmation 
of his ſentiment concerning the ſymbolical 
nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, is no confirma- 
tion or * of it at all. 

§. 33. HAvinG now examined whawver 
the Dr. has ſaid in ſupport of his notion 
about the ſymbolical nature of Jewiſh ſa- 
crifices, I might, here, put a period to this 
part of my work. But that I may leave no- 
thing une xamined that the Dr. has advanced 
in relation to his ſyſtem, I ſhall, before I 
drop the ſubject, examine two paſſages in 


his book which have not yet been San. 


ſidered, and which, becauſe they are 
part either of his ſyſtem, or of the Rk aA 
of it, but only relate to the method in 
which he has proceeded in his inquiry after 
the meaning, efficacy, and deſign of jewiſh 
ſacrifices, or atonements, I have purpoſely 
reſerved the conſideration of them to this 
place.—One of theſe paſſages is that which 
we have, Chap. IV. F. 69. where the Dr. 
ſays, © Therefore by comparing ſuch paſ- 


_ © ſages, (i. e. the paſſages in the Levitical 


« law, where atonement is ſaid to be made 
<« for r perſons by ſacrifice,) we ſhall gain no 
« adyan- 
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advantage; "becauſe they ate not ſo many 
po different inſtances of a known ſenſe, 
6 (i. e of the word atonement,) but are to 
ebe conſidered only as one ſingle inſtance 
ef 4'doubtful ſenſe!” The other paſ- 


ſage oceurs Chap: V. F. 70. where he ays, 


«The texts then, which we are to examine, 


are thoſe where the word (i. e. which is 
* rendered atonement) is uſed extra- leviti- 


« cally, or with no relation to ſacrifices; 
«that we may be able to judge What it 


imports, wheèn applied to them.“ 


F. 34. ANsw. The Dr. from what he in 
in the firſt of theſe two paſſages, ſeems to 
think, that the ſenſe of the word atonement, 

or of the Hebrew word which is rendered 
atonement, in theſe places of the Levitical 
law where atonement is ſaid to be made for 
perſons by facrifice, cannot be diſcovered 
by comparing theſe places and/their contexts 
together, nor from any thing that is ſaid in 
the Levitical Jaw about atonements of this 
kind. And, in the ſecond paſſage, the Dr. 
ſeems to hint, that the ſenſe of this word 
may be diſcovered, and can only be diſco- 
vered, by examining and finding out the 
ſenſe; which it bears in thoſe places where 
it is uſed extra-levitically, or with no re- 
lation to Jewith' ſacrifices. —But I am of 
opinion, that the Dr. has, by theſe ſenti- 
ments, been miſled from the road to truth 


in his dee for I take them to be 
thoſe 
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thoſe capital miſtakes, by which he has 
been led into a wrong notion about the 


meaning and nature of Levitical ſacrifices 
or atonements. The following obſervations 
will ſhew whether theſe ſentiments of mine 


are right or wrong. 

F. 35. Tux Dr's firſt i is an in- 
ference from an obſervation, which 
before it, and which is this, In all places 


*: of the Levitical law, where atonement is 


* ſaid to be made for perſons. by ſacrifice, 


the word, as far I can perceive, is every 


«© where uſed in one uniform ſenſe.” The 
truth, therefore, of the inference itſelf, even 


6 ſuppoſing it to be drawn in a right-man- 
ner, muſt depend on the truth of this ob- 
ſervation, and either ſtand or fall with it. 


But the obſervation is falſe and groundleſs; 
and, therefore, the inference drawn from 
it, muſt be ſo too. That the obſervation is 
falſe and groundleſs, I prove thus ;—In the 
Levitical law, we find, that piacular ſacri- 
fices, ſuch as burnt-offerings, ſin-offerings, 
and treſpaſs- offerings, were appointed to be 
offered for pefſons, not only in caſes where 
moral evil or ſin was committed, but in 
caſes, likewiſe, where ceremonial pollution 
was contracted, yea, and in caſes, alſo, where 
no ſin was committed, nor any ceremonial 
pollution contracted; and that, in all theſe 
caſes, atonement is ſaid to be made for 
perſons, by the ſacrifices which were offered. 
See 
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See Levit. chapters v, vi, xii, xiv, xv, xvi, 


Cc. Now, though the means, by which 
atonements were made in each of theſe dif- 


ferent caſes, conſidered as ſacrifices, were of 


the ſame nature; yet, becauſe theſe means 


were directed to a different purpoſe, and 
produced a different effect, in each of the 
three caſes mentioned, the atonements which 
were made by them, muſt have been of a 
very different nature: conſequently, the 


word atonement muſt bear a different ſenfe 


in each of theſe cafes. The word atone- 


ment, in the following expreſſions, vrz. 


atonement made, or making, for fin, or 
vice; atonement made, or making, for ce- 


remonial pollution; atonement made, or 


making, for perſons where there was nei- 
ther fin, nor ceremonial pollution; I ſay, 
the word atonement, in - theſe expreſſions, 
muſt have as different a ſenſe as the words 
vice, ceremonial pollution, and the being 
untainted by either of the two, have, whe- 
ther we can diſcover it, or not: for it is ſelf- 
evident, that, in caſes of ſuch a different 
nature, atonement could not be made for 


perſons in the fame ſenſe of the word. 


Hence it is manifeſt, that the D's obſer- 
vation, viz. That © in all places of the 


„ Levitical law, where atonement is ſaid 


te to be made by ſacrifice for perſons, the 
« word is uſed in one. uniform ſenſe,” is 
void of all truth; and conſequently, that 

the 
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the inference, which he draws from it, has 


nothing to ſupport it. | 

$. 36. 2dly. Ir the Dr's obſervation was 
a true and juſt one, (as it is not, ) yet the 
inference, which he draws, would not ol- 


low from it: that is, if it really were true, 


that the word atonement, in all the places 


where atonement is ſaid to be made for per- 
ſons by ſacrifice, is every where uſed in one 


uniform ſenſe ; yet it would not follow, as 


the Dr. thinks, e that we can gain no ad- 


vantage towards the diſcovery of the true 


« ſenſe of that word in theſe places, by 


«© comparing them and their contexts to- 
< gether.” If, indeed, by comparing theſe 
paſſages, the Dr. means, the bare inſpec- 
tion of the word atonement in them, and the 
comparing the letters and ſyllables, of which 
it is compoſed, in each of them, or the 
ſounds which theſe letters. and ſyllables 
yield in pronunciation; tis moſt certain, 


that, by thus comparing theſe paſſages, we 


can gain no advantage towards the diſcovery 
of the true ſenſe which the word bears in 
them. But if, by comparing theſe paſſages, 


he means, a careful inveſtigation of the 


connection, thread, and drift of the diſ- 
courſes of which they are parts; a cloſe at- 


tention to whatever is ſaid in them, and in 


the ſurrounding contexts, concerning the 
caſes in which, the occaſions on which, and 
the view and deſign with * atonements 

were 
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-were made for perſons by faerifice; a care- 
ful obſervation of every hint that is given 


in theſe paſſages, and in their contexts, con- 
cerning the nature and ſenſe of atonement; 


and, laſtly, a careful putting of all theſe 
Hints together, and a judicious comparing 
of them with one another; I fay, if the 
Dr. by comparing the paſſages in which 
atonement is ſaid to be made for perſons by 
Levitical ſacrifices, means this way of com- 


ing and examining them, is it not very 


poſſible, to make a diſcovery, by this me- 
thod of inveſtigation, of the true ſenſe 


which the word atonement bears in them, 


even though it ſhould have but one uniform 


ſenſe in them all? In this way of proceed- 
ing, the uniformity of the ſenſe of the 
word can be no hinderance to the diſcovery 
of it, becauſe it is not ſuppoſed to be one 
of thoſe means by which the ſenſe of it is 
to be diſcovered —In truth, it is by the 


means which have been mentioned, fewer 


or more of them, that we diſcover the 
ſenſe of ambiguous words in all paſſages, 
wherever we meet with them: nor 1s it poſ- 
ſible to conceive of any means, beſides 
theſe, whereby to inveſtigate, and find out, 
the true ſenſe of a word of doubtful ſigni- 
fication in any particular paſſage of a book, or 
writing. — By the help of a dictionary, or 
verbal information, we may, indeed, learn 
the various ſignifications of an ambiguous 
| | word 3 
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word ; but, without a due uſe of the rules 
of criticiſm mentioned, tis impoſſible to 
diſeover in which of theſe fignifications it 
is uſed in any particular paſſage of a book, 
the ſenſe of it, in ſuch a paſſage, being na- 
turally incapable of being inveſtigated by 
any other means. In order to diſcover the 
fenſe of ſuch a word, in ſome particular 
paſſage of a book, we may, if we pleaſe, 
purſue the fame meaſures which the Dr. 
has taken to find out the ſenſe of the word 
atonement in theſe places where it is uſed le- 
vitically. We may read over the whole 
book; mark down all the paſſages where 
the word occurs; inveſtigate the ſenſe in 
which it is uſed in each of them; (which, 
by tlie bye, cannot be done, but in a due 
uſe of fewer or more of the before-men- 
tioned rules of criticiſm ;) bring all theſe 
ſenſes of the word together, and compare' 
them with one another; ſort the paſſages, 


in which the word occurs, into diverſe 


clafles, according to its various ſignifications : 
but when all this tedious work has been 
diſpatched, the following queſtions will 
{till- recor, in which of theſe ſenſes is the 
word to' be underſtocd in this particular 
paſſage? And, whether may not the word 
bear a ſenſe in it, different from all theſe 
which it hath in other places? Queſtions, 
which cannot be ſolved by any thing ya 
7: has 
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has yet been done; nor ſatisfactorily cleared 
up, but in a due uſe of the rules of criticiſm 
before- mentioned. Recourſe, therefore, 
muſt be had to theſe rules of criticiſm, be- 


fore theſe queſtions can be ſolved, or any 


thing done towards the diſcovery of the 
ſenſe of the word in the paſſage under con- 
ſideration. And ſince recourſe muſt be had 
to them at laſt, and before any thing can 
be done to purpoſe, would it not be much 
better to have recourſe to them at the be- 
ginning, than to go ſuch a long and tedious 
round of ſpeculation, that can give no light 


into the ſubject of inquiry? To conclude, 


what has been ſaid is ſufficient, I think, to 
ſhew that the Dr's inference, under conk- 
deration, is both drawn from a wrong ob- 
ſervation, and has no truth in it; yea, and 


that it is an inference of bad conſequence, 


as having a tendency to ſet inquiſitive minds 
upon a falſe ſcent, and into a wrong road, 

in their ſearches after truth. 
§. 37. In the other paſſage, which I have 
quoted, the Dr. ſuggeſts, that, in theſe 
laces of the Levitical law, * atone- 
ment is ſaid to be made for perſons by ſacri- 
fice, the ſenſe of the word atonement, or 
rather of the Hebrew word which is ren- 
dered atonement, may be diſcovered, and 
can only be diſcovered, by examining and 
finding out the ſenſe which it bears in theſe 
places 
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places where it is uſed extra- levitically, or 
with no relation to ſacrifices. 3 

F. 38. Answ. What hath been already 
ſaid, in anſwer to the Dr's laſt paſſage, 
ſhews, that it is impoſſible to diſcover the 
ſenſe 'of the word atonement in theſe paſ- 
ſages of the levitical law, by the Dr's me- 
thod. And, therefore, if the ſenſe of this 
word, in theſe places, is not found out in 
a different way, even by theſe rules of 
ſober and juſt criticiſm, which have been 
mentioned, I am pretty ſure, that it never will 
be diſcovered. This may ſerve as an anſwer 
to the Dr's hint concerning the poſlibility 


of an impoſſible thing. But Iadd, ex abun- 


danti, that the Dr. himſelf has actually tried 
this method of his, in order to diſcover the 
ſenſe of the word atonement, in theſe places 
of the Levitical law, where atonement is 
ſaid to be made for perſons by ſacrifice. 
But what has he gained by making this ex- 
periment? Juſt nothing. He has not been 
able to produce one ſingle text, relating to 
extra-levitical atonements, which contains 
or implies his own notion of Levitical atone- 
ments; or which affords one ſingle hint, or 
ſuggeſtion, from which it can be fairly and 


_ juſtly inferred. So far from this, that he 


hath not ventured to affirm, that any one 

text, of this claſs, contains ſuch a hint, or 

to draw a ſingle inference from any of them 
2 CON » 
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concerning the nature of Levitical atone- 
ments ; as I have ſhewn ih the courſe of my 
examination of his book. All, therefore, 
that the Dr. has done, in making this ex- 
periment, is vain and loſt labour. And 
after all that he has ſaid, and explained, and 
proved, about the nature of extra-levitical 
atonements, we are left as much in the dark 
as ever, about the nature of Levitical atone- 
ments and ſacrifices. 

$. 39. Having now examined all the 
ſeripture- evidence which the Dr. has pro- 
duced in ſupport of his notion of the ſym- 
bolical nature of Jewiſh ſacrifices, and his 
method of proceeding in the proof of this 
point; I ſhall, here, conclude this part of 
my work, with a few reflections upon the 
Dr's notion of the meaning and nature of 
Jewiſh, piacular ſacrifices, as being ſymbols 
of penitent diſpoſition, and penitent addreſs 
to God. | 

§. 40. I obſerve in general, that could 
the Dr's notion of piacular facrifices be 
really proved to. be the ſcripture notion of 
them, inſtead of ſerving to ſet the doctrines 
of revelation about this ſpecies of facrifices 
in a rational light, it would. only furniſh 
people of ſceptical minds, with unanſwer- 
able objections againſt them. For 

Ff. In many caſes, piacular ſacrifices 
were appointed to be offered when no fin, 

or 
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or fins, had been committed, that could be 
a ground or reaſon for penitent diſpofition, 
or for penitent addreſs to God for pardon, 
either literal or ſymbolical. And, in all 
caſes of this kind, the Dr's notion of pia- 
cular ſacrifice doth not ſupply us with any 
account of the meaning, defign, or uſe of 


_ theſe ſacrifices which were appointed to be 


offered : conſequently, theſe ſacrifices muſt, 
upon his ſcheme, appear to have been quite 
uſeleſs, 
Secondly. In the oblation of thoſe very 
ſacrifices, which were offered for ſins, there 
was not only the oblation of a flain animal, 


but an expreſs, verbal confeſſion of the fins 


committed, and a literal prayer to God for 
pardon: not only ſo, but the penitential 
confeſſion and prayer always preceded the 
oblation of the ſacrifical animal. Now, 


upon the ſuppoſition, that the oblation of 


the animal was a ſymbol of penitential con- 
feſſion and prayer, theſe facts, which I have 
mentioned, will ſupply an inference that is 
very unfayourable to this notion of ſacrifice ; 
which is this, vis. that the oblation of the 
animal was neither needful nor uſeful. The 
thing, of which the facrifical animal is 
ſuppoſed to have been a ſymbol, was itſelf 
preſent. Of what uſe then was the ſymbol 


of it, or what imaginable end could it an- 


ſwer? As a ſymbol of penitent diſpoſition, 
H 3 there 
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there was neither room nor occaſion for it, 


becauſe that diſpoſition was better, and 
more naturally, expreſſed by the penitential | 


confeſſion and prayer which went before it. 
And to the production of penitent diſpoſi- 
tion in the mind of the offerer, the oblation 
of the ſacrifice could contribute nothing, 
becauſe that diſpoſition is ſuppoſed to have 
been both produced, and properly expreſſed, 
before it came in play, or could have any 
influence upon the mind. What end then 
could theſe ſymbols of penitent diſpoſition 
anſwer, ſince there was no manner of oc- 
caſion for them as repreſentations or expreſ- 
ſions of ſuch a diſpoſition ; and ſince they 
neither were, nor could be, productive of 
it? No end, as far as I can ſee, unleſs it 
was to put the offerers of them to. needleſs 
trouble and expenſe, 

§. 41. Now, if the Dr's notion of pia- 
cular ſacrifices, which ſupplies us with this 
inference, that theſe ſacrifices were uſeleſs 
inſtitutions, ſhould prove to be the true 


{cripture-notion of them; I need not ſay, 


what grounds of juſt triumph would be 
hereby afforded to deiſts and men of ſcep- 
tical minds; and how ready they would be 
to rally chriſtians for their weakneſs and 
credulity. Would not perſons of this turn 
of mind, be apt to argue in the following 
manner? From the very notion, which 
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your divine oracles give of piacular ſacrifices, 
(which were a heavy and grievous burden 
to the Jews,) it appears, that they were uſe- 
leſs and unprofitable inſtitutions; and that 
they neither did, nor could, anſwer any one 
good end, or wiſe deſign, in any caſe what- 
ſoever. How then can you, chriſtians, 
ſhew, that the inſtitution of theſe ſacrifices 
was conſiſtent with the wiſdom of God, 
who never acts without reaſon and deſign ; 
yea, without propoſing to himſelf a good 
end and wiſe deſign in whatſoever he doth ? 


Or how can you reconcile the inſtitution of 


ſuch burthenſome and oppreſſive rites with 
the goodneſs of the Deity, who is incapa- 
ble of taking any pleaſure in the ſufferings 
and diſtrefles of his creatures, and is always 


concerned and active to promote their hap- 


pineſs? And if you cannot bring the inſti- 
tution of them to any conſiſtency with the 
wiſdom and goodneſs of God, how can 
you believe that book to be a divine reve- 
lation, which aſcribes to him the inſtitu- 
tion of them ?—If an handle were given 
to ſceptical minds, from any doctrine of 
revealed religion, to reaſon after this man- 
ner, how would it be poſſible to anſwer 


their arguments, or to check their triumph! 


but, I hope, that as the Dr's notion of 


piacular facrifices has, upon the ſtricteſt 


examination, been found to have no ſup- 
H 4 p.rt 
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port from the holy ſcriptures; ſo the true 
ſcripture-notion of theſe ſacrifices, when 
once it comes to be ſet in a proper light, 

may be found, to be perfectly conformable. 

to the wiſdom and goodneſs of the Deity, 
and ſuch as will, at once, ſtop the mouth 
of the infidel, and give ſolid, rational ſatis- 
faction to the believer. | 


The END of tbe FIRST Paxr. | 
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APPENDIX 1. 


Containing. remarks on me paſſages, in Dr: 
"Taylor's ſcripture-dotirixe. of atonement 
examined, relating fo Jewr/b ſacrifices and 
atonementi, which haus not been canfidered 
in ibe ler keins. JPeets, 


PASSA ON 10 


5 2 H E fins and treſpafſrs for which 
they (i. e. piacular ſacrifices) were 

& offered, were generally fins of igno- 
e rance, or ceremonial: pollutions.” (For 
this he refers to many texts of ſcripture ; 
and, among others, to Numb. xv. 22. And 
then ſays,) It is added, ver. 30. But the 
* foul that doth ought pr 3 mptuouſly, the ſame 
& reproacheth — Lord, and that foul ſhall 
& be cut off from his people, No ſacrifices 
were to be offered for him that did ought 
&« preſumptuouſly, i. e. knowingly and wil- 
« fully. And yet there are three caſes, 
& which ſeem © be exceptions from this 
« general rule. (1.) When a perſon, upon 
& his oath before a magiſtrate, did not 
* utter what he had ſeen or known, Levit. 
© v. 1. (2.) When a man dealt fraudulently 
te with his neighbour, Levit. vi, 1. (3.) The 
cc © Vie 


* 


8 
e A N J 
ee vitiating of a bond-maid, Levit. xix. 20. 
« In the rules for the day of atonement 
mention is made of all "the iniquities of the 
« children of Iſrael, and all their tranſ- 
“ greſſions in all their fins, Levit. xvi. 21. 
c But thoſe fins muſt be excepted which 
cc were threatened with exciſion or cutting 
« off. And to the ſame purpoſe, © The 
« ſins for which facrifices were generally 
ce offered, were ins of ignorance, and ce- 
te remonial uncleanneſs, which were not 
te capital by law *.” YE + 


REMARKS. | 
In theſe two paſſages, the Dr. ſeems to 
me, to ſpeak inconſiſtently with himſelf.” 
He allows that on the day of atonement, 
piacular ſacrifices were offered for all fins 
that were. not capital by law, wilful fins as 
well as others; and that, on all proper oc- 
caſions, they were offered, likewiſe, for wil- 
ful ſins of fraud; to which he might have 
added, for wilful ſins of violence; ſince 
the place, to which he refers, mentions 
theſe, as well as the other, as ſins for 
which treſpaſs-offerings were appointed to 
be offered. And yet after all this, he tells 
us, © that the ſins and treſpaſſes for which 

| * theſe 
2 See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. I. F. 6. 
d Ibidem, Chap. IV. §. 54. 
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te theſe ſacrifices were offered, were gene- 
&« rally fins of ignorance, or ceremonial 
* pollutions; and that no ſacrifices were to 
< be offered for him that did ought know- 
% ingly and wilfully, unleſs it was in three 
* cafes which he mentions as exceptions 
* from a general rule.” The Dr. I think, 


has been led into this miſtake, and incon- 


ſiſtency with himſelf, by conſidering ſins of 


5 9 2 , 
1gnorance, or error, as being, in ſcripture, 


_ oppoſed to theſe fins which are knowingly 


and wilfully committed : Whereas they are 


not oppoſed to theſe ſins which are know- 
ingly and wilfully committed, provided they 


proceed from human frailty only, or from 
natural appetites and paſſions unduly raiſed ; 
but only to ſuch ſins as proceed from a di- 
rect and deliberate contempt of authority: 
which tins are called, in ſcripture, fins of 
preſumption ; and they who commit them, 
are ſaid, (with a peculiar emphaſis) to fin 
with a high hand, and to reproach the Lord. 
All the ſins of preſumption, which are men- 
tioned in the ſcriptures, were of this kind. 
And they, who were guilty of them, were 
very juſtly and deſervedly ordered to be cut 
oft from their people, or to be put to death, 
under the Jewiſh theocracy. But the perſons, 
who were guilty of wilful ſins of a leſs heinous 


nature, neither deſerved, nor had, ſuch a 


hard fate under that theocracy ; for they 
were permitted to offer treſpaſs- offerings 
| 9 for 
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for theſe ſins, by which atonement was made 
for them, If any perſon will take the pains, 
to inſpect all thoſe places of the Hebrew 
bible, where the root uu, and its conju- 
gates and nouns, occur in their ſeveral forms, 
and to examine the ſenſe which they bear 
in them, he will be ſatisfied of the truth of 
this obſervation : for he will find theſe as 
commonly and frequently uſed, to denote 
wilful fins proceeding from human frailty, 
or the commiſſion of ſuch fins, as fins of 
ignorance properly ſo called, or the com 
miſſion of them. I ſhall only ſelect one 
place from among many, where the He- 
brew-root mentioned, evidently bears this 
ſenſe, vig. Ifai. xxviii. 7. But they alſo have 
erred (uu ſchagu) through wine, and through 
Arong drink are out of the way : the prieſt 
and the prophet have erred (u ſchagu) through 
Prong drink ;j——they err (uw) in viſion, they 
fumble in judgment. 
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The Dr. ſays, Indeed the victim might, 

*« and, I ſuppoſe, did, repreſent the perſon 
% who offered it, in the ſymbolical, inter- 
0 pretative ſenſe; namely, as whatever was 
* done to that, was to be applied to himſelf, 
eto ſhew him the demerit of fin in gene- 
_ © ral, how he ought to ſlay the brute in 
= * him- 
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* himſelf, and devote his life and foul to 


oa God * 


RE MARES. 


All that the Dr. ſays here, is pure fancy 
and imagination, without any manner of 
ſupport from ſcripture- evidence, or from 
any thing that is any where ſaid in the 
ſcriptures. And, indeed, it is hard to tell, 
what a luxuriant imagination, ſet looſe 
from all rule, whether reaſon or ſcripture, 
may not carry a man to ſuppoſe. The 
Dr. has before ſuppoſed, that Jewiſh ſa- 
crifices were ſymbolical addreſſes to God. 
And here he ſuppoſes that theſe facrifices 
were ſymbolical perſons. And, ſince no 
bounds can be ſet to fancy and imagination, 
who can tell what they may not, hereafter, 
be ſuppoſed to be? There is one thing 
which, I hope, I may be allowed to ſay, 
viz. That this volatile and roving faculty of 
imagination, as far as it has been em- 


ployed in the interprefation of ſcripture, has 


made dreadful havock of the true and ge- 
nuine ſenſe of it : for which reaſon, I ſhall 
never be willing to admit the ſuppoſition 
of any emblem, ſymbol, allegory, or any 
figurative expreſſion, in any paſſage of the 
{criptures, before I ſee a good reaſon for doing 

it. 


e See Script. doc. of aton. Chap. IV. § 56. 
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> } And. thete br, if the Dri-wanld abe 


me to receive his ſuppoſition, or fancy, in 
the paſſage now quoted, he muſt firſt take 
the trouble of proving the truth of it. 
The expreſſion, © a man ought to ſlay the 
te brute in himſelf,” is very ſtriking, and 
tolerably popular. But for the truth and 
ood ſenſe of the moral couched in it, I 
ſhall leave tlrem to be conſidered by others. 
I ſhould think, that the offerer of a ſacrifice 
would have diſcharged his duty pretty well, 
had he only tamed the brute in himſelf 
and brought it under proper government, 
though he had not flain it, as he did his 
facrifice. gs | 


PASSAGE za. 


The Dr. ſays, © To pitch, to ſmear with 


ce pitch, ſeems to be the natural and ori- 


* ginal ſenſe of the word, (i e. 995 caphar,) 


<* though it is ſo uſed but once, namely, 
t Gen. vi. 14. M22) and thou ſhalt pitch it 
« within and without W951 with pitch, The 
« ſenſe, when it ſignifieth the mercy-ſeat, 
ce and atonement, ſeems to be transferred 


from covering or ſecuring with pitch, to 
d 7 


„ things of a different nature *.” And to 


the ſame purpoſe, © In all the 37 places, 
< (eſpe- 


4 See Scripture-docrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. IV. F. 63. 
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* (eſpecially, Iſai. xxviii. 18.) the word 
<*© 195 caphar ſeems to retain ſomething of 
5 what I take to be its natural and origi- 
* nal ſenſe, viz. to cover or ſmear over, 
« as Gen. vi. 14. the only place, where it 
<« is evidently ſo uſed*.” Agreeably to this, 
the Dr. ſays, © Atonement for fin, is the 
* covering of ſin. To ſupport which, he 
quotes Neh. iv. 4, 5. Pſal. xxxii. 1. Pſal. 
Ixxxv. 2 Jam. v. 20. In which texts, the 
pardon of fin is expreſſed by its being co- 
vered, and the puniſhment of it, by its not 


being covered *. 


REMARK Ss. 


The text, Gen. vi. 14. to which the Dr. 
here refers us, is as followeth, Make thee 
an ark of Gopher-wood ; rooms ſhalt thou make 
in the ark ; MAI vecapbarta and thou ſhalt 
pitch it within and without 993 becopher 
with pitch. The Dr. thinks, that the root 
195 caphar bears its natural and primary 
ſenſe in this text; in which I agree with 


him. But then he fays, that the natural 


and original ſignification of this root, was 
that of covering ; and in this I cannot agree 
with the Dr. eſpecially conſidering, that 
covering, in the ſenſe of hiding or conceal- 


ing 


See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VL. S. 115. 
f Ibidem SF. 117. 
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ing a thing, is the ſignification of this He- 


bre w- root which he contends for. The 
noun copher in this text, without doubt, fig- 
nifies pitch, bitumen, or ſome ſubſtance of 
the like glutifious and tenacious nature; for no 
fubſtatice, of different qualities, could have 
anſweted the end intended. Now, as it is 
natural to think, that nouns, or the names 
of things, were invented and flxed before 
the verbs which fignify actions upon or 
about them; and to conceive, that theſe 
verbs would be often taken from thoſe 
names which were given to things, o 
which we have many evident inſtances in all 
languages: fo it is natural to think, that the 
verb 95 caphar was taken from the noun 
T9 copber, which ſignifies pitch or bitumen; 
and that this verb, at the beginning, fig- 
nified neither more nor leſs, than to pitch, 


or to apply pitch to a thing; which ſig- 


nification doth not imply the idea of cover- 
ing, much leſs that of covering with a de- 
ſign to hide or conceal. 

As to the pitching of Noah's ark ; the 
thing intended by it, was, the filling up the 
ſpaces in the joinings, and the chinks, cracks, 
and vacuitys in the wood, with this cement, 
to the end, that there might be ſuch a cloſe 


union effected in, and between, all its com- 
ponent parts, as might render it impenetra- 


ble by the waters of the flood. Wherefore, 


if the wood of the ark was not porous, bur 
of 


. 
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of a cloſe texture, all this might have been 
done, without covering the ark over with 
pitch. Or, if the porofity of the wood ren- 
dered it neceſſary to cover the whole ark 
with this glutinous matter, yet the covering 
it with it, was not the thing directly and 
ultimately intended, but was only ſubordi- 
nate to it. The principal and ultimate end, 
aimed at, was not the covering of the ark, 
but the filling the ſeams, chinks, cracks, 
and pores, of the boards of it with pitch, 
in order to bring all the parts of it into 
cloſe contact with one another, and to pre- 
ſerve them in that ſtate of union. When 
theſe things, therefore, are conſidered, it 
appears, I think, that the ſenſe of the words 
pitching with pitch, in the texts before us, 
is rather that of pointing,. cementing, or 
uniting, than that of covering. | And when 


all theſe places in the Hebrew bible, where - 


this verb and noun occur in a derived and 
figurative ſenſe, are carefully inſpected and 
conſidered, it will, I doubt not, be found, 
that they retain more of this ſenſe, than 
that of covering. „ 
But ſuppoſing, that the verb caphar did, 
in the text before us, ſignify to cover, or 
to- hide; yet, ſurely, it was not the deſign 
of atonement to cover or hide fin, Yea, 


by the ſacrifical atonements, ſin, inſtead of 


being covered or hidden, was expoſed to 
public view ; and, therefore, the — 
I of. 
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of ſin is excluded from the idea of ſacrifical 
atonement. God, indeed, is ſaid, in ſome 
texts of ſcripture, to cover ſin, by which 
is meant, that he pardons or forgives it. 
But between pardoning ſin, and making 
atonement for fin, there 1s a wide difference. 
By pardon, fin 1s covered: by atonement, 
it is not; _ otherwiſe the pardon, ſubſequent 
to atonement, and by which alone ſin is 
covered, would be uſeleſs. The texts, 
therefore, produced by the Dr. and in 
which God is ſaid to cover or pardon fins, 
are no way to his purpoſe ; becauſe it doth 
not follow, from God's being ſaid to cover 
or. pardon fins, that atonements, made by 
facrifice, did cover or pardon them.—The 
poaſſage which the Dr. quotes from Jam. v. 
20. relates to another affair, and is much 
leſs to his purpoſe than any of the others; 


for which en I ſhall ſay nothing about. 


it here. 

The place in which, above all others, 
the Dr. thinks that the verb 495 caphar 
doth retain ſomething of its natural and 
original ſignification, as ſignifying to cover, 
is Iſai, xxviii. 18. Your covenant with death 
190 cuppar ſhall be diſannulled, (atoned,) and 
your agreement with bell ſhall not ſtand: when 
the overflowing ſcourge ſhall paſs through, 
then ye ſhall be trodden down by it. The 
Dr. ſays that the ſenſe of the Hebrew 
word cuppar in this text, is, it ſhall be 

blotted 
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blotted out, ſmeared over, cancelled *, con- 
ſequently, covered. But this interpretation 
of the Hebrew word; appears to me, to be 
very unnatural ; becauſe their covenant with 
death, as appears from the latter part of 
the verſe, was to be atoned for by puniſh- 
ment, which is not a mean of covering or 
hiding fin, but of expoſing it to public 
view, and the ſinner himſelf to ſhame and 
diſgrace. 'The words, I think, ſhould be 
rendered thus, Your covenant with death fhall 
be atoned for, or expiated, vig. not by ſa- 
crifice, but by puniſhment. And then the 


Hebrew verb will bear the ſame ſenſe which 


it doth in other places, where atonement is 
ſaid to be made by the execution of juſtice 


upon offenders: which is a ſenſe very dif- 


ferent from that of covering or hiding. 

As to the Hebrew noun N95 caporeth, 
which fignifieth the mercy-ſeat, and is de- 
rived from the root 195 capher, the Dr. ſays, 


the ſenſe of it ſeems to be transferred 


% from covering, or ſecuring with pitch, 
eto a thing of a different nature .“ But 
in this the Dr. I think is as much miſtaken, 
as he is about the natural and original 


ſenſe of its root, caphar. This notion of 


his about the ſenſe of the word, capereth, 
which ſignifies the mercy- ſeat, is grounded 
See Scripture-doftrine of Atonement examined, 


Chip. V- + 95% NESS 
„ Ibidem Chap. IV. S. 63, 
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on a ſuppoſition which I take to be a falſe 
one, vi. that the mercy- ſeat was the cover 
of the ark. And, indeed, the mercy-ſeat 
was put above upon the atk. But then the 
ſcripture gives us no ground to think, that 
the mercy- ſeat was the cover, or any other 
part, of the ark, It is no where called the 
cover of the ark, and its being ſaid to be 
put above upon the ark, only intimates, 
that the ark was its pedeſtal, and not that 
it was the cover of the ark: for the way 
and manner in which this is expreſſed in 


the Hebrew, imports no more. And to 


confirm the truth of this farther, I obſerve, 
iſt. That in the directions given (Exod. xx. 


10—15.) for making the ark, there are 


none found which relate to the making of 


the mercy-ſeat. But, after all the direc- 


tions, for the fabric of the ark, have been 
finiſhed, then follow (ver. 179—21.) the di- 
rections for making the mercy-ſeat, as a 
thing that was different from the ark and 
all its appurtenances ; and to place it, when 


made, above upon the ark, which was its 


pedeſtal. adly. What ſeems to put this 
beyond all doubt, is, that in the directions 
- which are given for the fabric of the ark, 
all the parts of it are ordered t be made 
of Shittim-wwood, and to be over-laid with 
pure gold, ver. 10, 11. But in thoſe direc- 
tions, which are given for the fabric of the 


mercy- ſeat, it is ordered, that it ſhould be 


made 
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made not of Sh{tttm-woed over-lard with 
gold, but) of pure, ſolid gold, ver. 17,——e 


Theſe reaſons ſatisfy me, that the mercy+ 


ſeat was not the cover, nor any other part, 
of the ark; though the Dr. and the moſt 
part of other writers, think in a different 
manner. And if it was not the cover 9 
the ark, it could not be called 195 caporeli 
from its uſe, as being the cover of it. It 
is more probable, that it was ſo called, be- 
cauſe it was the principal inſtrument that 
was appointed to be uſed on the moſt ſo- 
lemn occaſions, in making atonement for 


ſin. See Levit. xvi. 14. 


Theſe are the moſt material paſſages, be- 


ſides thoſe which have been before con- 


ſidered, in which the Dr. ſeems to me to 
have miſtaken, and departed from the ſenſe 
of revelation, in that part of his book 
which relates to Jewiſh ſacrifices and atone- 


ments, | | : 
The Dr. indeed, in the three firſt pa- 


ragraphs of his VII“ chapter, has ſome 
reflections upon Jewiſh ſacrifices, which are 


purely imaginary, and without any foun- 
dation either in ſcripture, or common ſenſe, 
And to thoſe I had drawn up an anſwer, 
which I intended to inſert in this place. 
But finding, that it would ſwell this piece 
to too large a bulk, and that theſe reflec- 
tions did not relate to the nature of -Jewiſh 
ſacrifices, but only to an imaginary diſ- 

v3 tinction 
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tinction of them into political and not- 
political inſtitutions, and to their reference, 
or not- reference, to the Abrahamic cove- 
nant, and the goſpel ; I did not think, that 
the inſertion of an anſwer to them was 
very material, at leaſt eſſential to my main 
purpoſe: and, therefore, I judged it proper 
to leave it out, and to proceed to the ſecond 
part- of this work. n ei er 


The end of the APPENDI x. | 
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F 


Contiltning an examination of what Dr. Ta ylor 
teaches, in his ſcripture-dofrine of atone- 


ment examined, and in his key to the apoſtolic 


 woritings, concerning the meaning, effica 


and defignof the ſacrifice of our bleſſe Lord, 
Jeſus Obrit. 


Do not here propoſe to examine all that 
the Dr. has ſaid concerning the ſacri- 
fice of Jeſus Chriſt, but only the main and 
eſſential parts of his ſcheme, and the whole 
ſcripture-evidence by which he endeavours 
to ſupport it.— The Dr's whole ſcheme is 
reducible to the following heads, v2. 

I. That the blood or facrifice, which 
Chriſt offered, was the perfect obe- 
dience and goodneſs of his whole life. 

II. That the ſacrifice (i. e. the perfect 
obedience and goodneſs) of Chriſt, 
conſidered as a moral mean, has a 
ſtrong and natural tendency to render 
men, who are corrupt and wicked, pe- 
nitent and obedient, 

III. That becauſe the blood or ſacrifice 
(7. e. the perfect obedience and good- 
neſs) of Chriſt hath a natural and 
ſtrong tendency to render men, who 
are corrupt and wicked, penitent and 


obedient, therefore is it a reaſon with 
I 4 God, 
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God, for granting to them the remiſſion 

or pardon of their ſins. 
In theſe three particulars, conſiſts the Dr's 
whole doctrine about the meaning, efficacy, 
and deſign of the facrifice of Jeſus Chriſt. 
And, therefore, Iſhall examine them ſeverally, 
in the ſame order in which I have here 
placed them. 


CH AP. 1 


Containing an examination of Dr. Taylor's 
notion of the blood or ſacrifice of eſis 
Chriſit, as being the 8 obedience and 
goodneſs of his whole life; and of the ſcrip- 
fure-evidence by which be endeavours to 


prove and ſupport the truth of it. 


§. JT appears from many paſſages in 
the Dr's writings, that he conſidered 

the perfect obedience and goodneſs of Chriſt's 
whole life, as being the ſacrifice which he 
offered to God for the fins of mankind. 
* The blood of Chriſt, ſays he, is con- 
* ſidered as an offering and ſacrifice to God. 
How then is this to be underſtood ? 
* Anſw. The blood of Chriſt is the per- 
* fect obedience and goodneſs of Chriſt *.“ 
To the ſame purpoſe, © The blood of 
“ Chriſt is precious,—as it is the blood of 
« the 


= See Key to the Apoſtolic writings, Chap. VIII. 
§. 119, 120. | 
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0 


A 


the Lamb of God without ſpot and blemiſh ; 
ce or ſpotleſs and unblameable in all duty and 


e obedience to God, and in love and good- 


ec neſs to men, through the whole courſe 
& of his life, but eſpecially at his death. 
te This was the ſacrifice which he offered to 
6 God.“ And agreeably to this notion of 
the ſacrifice of Chriſt, the Dr. often men- 
tions the blood of Chriſt, and his perfect 
obedience, righteouſneſs, or holineſs, as ſy- 
nonymous terms, or words of the ſame ſig- 


nification. Thus he ſays, © The blood of 


« Chriſt, or his perfect obedience or righ- 
ec teouſneſs, makes atonement for ſin . 
“ making interceſſion for us in virtue of his 
* blood, or perfect holineſs, ſolemnly of- 
ce fered or preſented before the throne of 
« God*.” And accordingly, he calls the 
ſacrifice which Chriſt offered, a ſacrifice of 
real holineſs, obedience, and goodneſs : 
«till Chriſt came, and offered. himſelf a 
& ſacrifice of real holineſs, obedience, and 
*© goodneſs *.” —But there is no occaſion 


for multiplying quotations from the Des 


writings, to prove that this was his notion of 
the ſacrifice of Chriſt, ſince it is the main 
point in his ſcheme, on which all the 

other 


d See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. F. 161. 

< Ibidem, Chap. XI. $. 187. 

4 Ibidem, Chap. XI. S. 191. 

1 Ibidem, Chap. XI. §. 190. 
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other parts of it depend, and on the proof 
of which, by ſcripture- evidence, he has 
beſtowed much pains. I ſhall, therefore, 
proceed directly to an examination of the 
ſcripture- evidence by which he has endea- 
voured to prove and ſupport this point, as 
it lies before us in the X® chapter of his 
Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
and in the ſecond paragraph of the VIII“ 
chapter of his Key to the Apoſtolic writ- 
n | | 
I 2. Tus Dr. introduces his proof of 
this point in the following words, The 
<«. word of God gives us much more juſt 
« and ſublime ſentiments; and ſhews us 
| te that our Lord's death took its value not 
| 3 © from pain or ſuffering but from obedi- 
| * ence or goodneſs, or the moſt complete 
% character of all virtue and righteouſneſs, 
e the nobleſt of all principles, and the 
„ higheſt perfection of intellectual nature; 
* and, therefore, of a ſweet ſmelling 
« favour, or highly pleaſing and grateful 0 
j & to God. 'This I have proved, and ex- 
* plained at large, in the VIII“ chapter 
<« of the Key to the Apoſtolic writings, 


f 2» 


c to which I muſt refer the reader 


AN- 


f See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. S. 160. 
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of God gives us of the. value of, Chriſt's 
death, and of that which rendered it highly 
pleaſing and grateful to Gad, are, doubtleſs, 
in themſelves, juſt and noble; and muſt; ap- 
pear to be ſo to every intelligent mind, when 
they are ſet in a true ande proper light. 


But, I am afraid, the Dr. has not hit upon 


theſe ſentiments in this place.——The death 
of Chriſt conſidered as mere pain or ſuffer- 

ing, could be of no value in God's ſight, 
in no degree pleaſing and acceptable to him: 
but, on the contrary, it muſt have been very 
odious and offenſive to him. We cannot 
think otherwiſe, without denying the good- 
neſs of the Deity, and conceiving of God 
as an evil and cruel being, who derives his 


pleaſure and happineſs from the pain and 


miſery of other beings. Wherefore, the 
Dr. is in the right, when he ſays, © Chriſt's 
« death did not take its value from pain and 
*© ſuffering.” —But then he tells us, That 
« his death took its value from obedience 
* and goodneſs, or the moſt complete cha- 
“ racter of all virtue, and the higheſt per- 
F* fetion of intellectual nature; and there- 
« fore was of a ſweet-ſmelling favour, or 
e highly pleaſing and grateful. to God.” 
But this, if poſſible, gives us a more ſhock- 
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ing idea of God's nature than the former, 
as exhibiting him to be a being of a perfectly 
evil, cruel, and barbarous diſpoſition, to 
whom the painful and violent death of the 
moſt obedient and good being that ever 
lived, was highly pleaſing and grateful; and 
by whom that death was reckoned valuable, 
precious, and of great worth, for no other 
reaſon, but becauſe it was the death of a 
perſon of the higheſt moral excellence, and 
whoſe obedience and goodneſs were unex- 


ceptionable, and, in all reſpects, perfect. 
If the violent and ignomintous death of a 


righteous perſon, of one ſo eminently righ- 
teous as Chriſt was, be highly pleaſing and 
grateful to God, and that becauſe it is the 
death of a righteous perſon, what muſt be- 
come of the goodneſs and juſtice of God, 
or, indeed of his moral character as a being 
of perfect rectitude? Theſe muſt all be 
denied, upon the ſuppoſition, that the Deity 
is capable of being pleaſed with, or of tak- 
ing any delight in, the pain and ſufferings 
of a righteous perſon, becauſe he is a righ- 
toous perſon. But, I think, no more need 
be ſaid, ' to expoſe the abſurdity of this hor- 
rid principle, which the Dr. has adopted. 
However, to give ſome light into this affair, 
J add, that the death of Chriſt was of the 


nature of a mean; and our redemption from 


fin was the end, or effect, which was in- 


tended to be accompliſhed by it, as the 
| | {cr ip- 
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ſcripture every where declares. In this 
view of things, the death of Chriſt (like 
all other means) muſt take its value, in the 
ſight and eſtimation of God, not from the 
pain and ſufferings which attended it, nor 
from the obedience and goodneſs of the ſuf- 
ferer, conſidered abſtractedly in themſelves; 
but from the end to which it was ſubſervient, 
or its fitneſs and tendency to Jones that 
end. The dignity, indeed, of the ſufferer, 
the excellence and perfection of his moral 
character, and the greatneſs of the ſuffering, 
might be all requiſite to conſtitute the fitneſs 
of this mean, or to give it a juſt and due effi» 
cacy for accompliſhing the end intended, as 
they, doubtleſs, were, ſince the ſcripture 
repreſents them as being all not only con- 
cerned, but needful, in the affair. But ſtill, 
neither one, nor other of theſe, ſimply and 
abſtractedly conſidered, but only as it re- 
lated to the end intended, and ſerved to con- 
ſtitute the fitneſs of the mean by which it 
was to be accompliſhed, was pleaſing and 
grateful to God. The death of Chriſt, 
conſidered in this view, gives us an high and 
noble idea of the love and goodneſs of God, 


in not ſparing his own ſon, though a perſon - 


of the higheſt dignity, and brighteſt moral 
excellence, and exceeding dear to himſelf; 
but delivering him up to a painful and ſhame- 
ful death, to the end that he might accom- 
pliſh the work of our redemption, and diſ- 


play 
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play the perfection of his own moral recti- 
tude, as rector of the univerſe, in the ac- 
compliſnment of it. The excellence and 
goodneſs of the end did juſtify the choice 
of the mean, and gave it its whole value. 
In any other view, the death of Chriſt will 
give us a moſt abſurd and ſhocking idea of 
the nature of God. 
$. 4. AGAIN, ſuppoſing that the death 
of Chriſt did take its value from his obedi- 
ence and goodneſs; yet this, inſtead of ſub- 
ſerving, would really diſſerve the Dr's pur- 
poſe; becauſe it ſuppoſes that the death 
and the perfect obedience of Chriſt were 
two different things. For, if the death of 
Chriſt took its value from his obedience and 
goodneſs, his death could not be his obedi- 
ence and goodneſs: if it had, it could not 
have derived its value from them. Where- 
fore, if the Dr. could really prove, that 
the death of Chriſt did take its whole value 
from his obedience and goodneſs, yet this 
would not prove that the death of Chriſt 
was his obedience and goodneſs, but the 
contrary.— However the Dr. ſays, that he 
has proved this, and explained it at large, 
in the VIII chapter of the Key to the 
© Apoſtolic writings.” And to what he 
has ſaid there he refers his reader. I ſhall, 
therefore, here examine all the ſcripture- 
evidence which the Dr. has produced, in 
that VIII“ chapter, to prove this point. 
And 
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And as the things, which the Dr. ſays in 
the next paragraph of his ſcripture-doctrine 


of atonement examined, coincide with 
ſome of theſe things which he ſays in that 
VIII chapter of his Key, 1 ſhall examine 
both together.. 

FS. 5. ALL the ſcripture-evidence, (addi- 
tional to that which we have in the X. chap- 
ter of his ſcripture-doctrine of atonement 
examined,) which the Dr. produceth, in 
the VIII” chapter of his Key to the Apoſ- 
tolic writings, in order to prove, that Chriſt's 


perfect obedience and goodneſs was the ſa- 


crifice which he offered to God for the fins 


of mankind, is contained in the ſecond pa- | 


ragraph of that chapter. And, therefore, 


1 ſhall conſider and examine all, the parts of 


that paragraph ſeparately and diſtinctly. | 
F. 6. Tas Dr. begins this paragraph 
with a queſtion, vig. How then is this 


i. e. the blood or death of Chriſt, conſi- 


« dered as an offering and ſacrifice to God) 


« to be underſtood ?” To which he anſwers, 


«© The blood of Chriſt is the perfect obedi- 
«© ence and goodneſs of Chriſt,” And then 


he proceeds to the proof of this point; 


the various parts of which I ſhall ſet down 
in order, and make a particular anſwer to 
each of them. 


The 
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The Dr's Proof. 


7. I. Tux Dr. ſays, . His (Chriſt's) 
© blood is not to be confidered only with 


© regard to the matter of it; for ſo it is a 


t mere corporeal ſubſtance, of no more 
value in the ſight of God than any other 
<« thing of the ſame kind ? 


ANSWER. 


$ 8. Wnar the Dr. here ſays, will be 


readily granted to him : but I don't ſee that 
it can be of any ſervice to his ſcheme, 
The queſtion, under conſideration, is not 
about the blood of Chriſt as a corporeal 
ſubſtance, or the value of 1t in God's fight, 
as ſuch: but about his voluntary dęath upon 
the croſs, and its efficacy as a facrifice for 
ſins: and particularly, about this death as 
being, or not being, the perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of his whole life here on 
earth, And whatever inference the Dr. 
may draw, in ſupport of his ſcheme, from 
the blood of Chriſt, conſidered as a cor- 
poreal ſubſtance ; yet, I am perſwaded, he 
can draw none from it, ſubſervient to that 
purpoſe, when it is conſidered in this other 
view. For, conſidered as the blood of the 


Son of God, voluntarily ſhed upon the croſs, 


or his painful, violent, and ſhameful death, 
| it 
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it muſt affect, and make very deep impreſſi- 

ons upon, the minds of all ſober thinking in- 
telligences, whether God, angels or men.— 
But ſuppoſing that the blood of Chriſt had 
been, in all reſpects, worthleſs, yet it will not 
follow, that his blood was his perfect obe- 
dience and. goodneſs, or that this is the 
ſcripture ſenſe of his blood: if I am not 
miſtaken, the contrary will follow, vis. 
that his blood, becauſe it was of no value, 
was not his perfect obedience and goodneſs, 
which were things of great worth. This 
laſt inference, I think, is good common 
ſenſe; but no way favourable to the Dr's 
notion of the blood or death of Chriſt. 


The Dr's proof continued. 


F. 9. II. Tur Dr. adds, © Nor is the 
ce blood of Chriſt to be conſidered only in 
ce relation to his death and ſuffcrings, as if 
% mere death or ſuffering were, in itſelf, 
<« pleaſing and acceptable to God. 


ANSWER. 


§. 10. War the Dr. here means by 
&© conſidering the blood of Chriſt in re- 
“e lation to his death and ſufferings, is 
what TI. cannot comprehend. In the ſcrip- 
ture phraſeology, the blood of Chrift, and 


the death of Chriſt, are equipollent terms, 
K | and 


130 Dr. TavLon's Sentiments of Part II. 


and ſignify one and the ſame thing : for 
which reaſon, his blood cannot be. conſi- 
dered in relation to his death, nor his death 
in relation to his blood. All, therefore, 
that I can make of what the Dr. ſays, is, 
the death or ſuffering of living and ſenſible 
beings is not, in itſelf, pleaſing and accepts. 
able to God: conſequently, the death or 
ſuffering of Chriſt was not, in itſelf, pleaſ- 
ing and acceptable to him.—All this is very 
true, But I cannot ſee, that it is of any 


ſervice to the Dr. For although the death 


or ſuffering of Chriſt is not, in itſelf, pleaſ- 
ing and acceptable to God, yet it will not 
follow, that the blood or death of Chriſt 
was the perfect obedience and goodneſs of 
his ſpotleſs life; or, that this is the ſcrip- 
ture-ſenſe of it, which 1s the point that the 
Dr. has to prove: nor will it follow, that 
the death or fuffering of Chrift was pleaſing 
and acceptable to God, becauſe it was the 


death or ſuffering of a perſon whoſe obedi- 


ence and goodneſs were without any ftain 
or defect. If this laſt was true, the death 
and ſufferings of every obedient and good 
being would be pleaſing and acceptable to 
God; not only ſo, but the more perfect the 


obedience and goodneſs of any being were, 


his death and ſufferings would, in proportion, 
be the more pleaſing and acceptable to him. 
A little cool reflection upon theſe things, 
may help us to perceive the abſurdity of 

either 
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either making the death of Chriſt his per- 
fect obedience and goodneſs, or of conceiv- 
ing of his perfect obedience and goodneſs 
as the things from which his blood or death 
derived its value in the fight of God. The 
truth is, the blood or death of Chriſt was 
pieifing and acceptable to God, neither in 
tfelf, nor on account of his perfect obedi- 
ence and goodneſs; but becauſe it was a 
fit and proper mean for promoting, upon 
the whole, the happineſs of the rational 
ſyſtem, particularly, the happineſs of peni- 
tent ſinners, and that in a conſiſtency with 


their own moral character, the end and rec- 


titude of divine government, and the hap- 
pineſs both of their own ſpecies, and of all 
other rational creatures, 


The Dr's Scripture-evidence of this point. 


§. 17. III. Tur Dr. goes on with his 
proof of this point, in the following words, 
* But his (Chriſt's) blood implies a cha- 
ce racter; and it is his blood, as he is a 
* lamb oithout ſpot and blemiſb, (1 Pet. i. 
« 19.) that is, as he is perfectly holy, 
« which is of ſo great value in the ſight of 
« God. His blood is the ſame as his er- 
« ing himſelf without ſpot to God, Heb. ix. 
* 14. And to the ſame purpoſe, ©* The 
*© blood of Chriſt, by which he hath re- 
* deemed us, is precious (1 Pet. i, 18, 19.) 
-- or 
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« or of great worth, as it is the blood of 
ee the lamb of God without ſpot and blemiſb; 
* or ſpotleſs and unblameable in all duty 
« and obedience to God, and in love and 
* goodneſs to men, through the whole 
« courſe of his life, but principally at his 
e death. This was the ſacrifice which he 
* offered to God, (Heb. ix. 14.) and 
e which made atonement for the fin of the 
world s.“ bw 


ANSWER. 


F. 12. Death is no conſtituent part of a 
moral character ;. and, therefore, it doth not 
imply a moral character. Death is the com- 
mon lot of all men, virtuous or vitious. 
The moral characters of men, therefore, 
are no way affected by it. Nor doth blood 
ſhed upon, or the violent and painful death 
of the croſs, which was the death that 
Chriſt ſuffered, imply any moral character 
in the ſufferer: for though it was a puniſh- 
ment appointed for certain crimes by the 
Roman- law; yet it might be, and, through 
the iniquity of the times, ſometimes actu- 
ally was, the lot of the innocent and righ- 
teous: and, therefore, in itſelf, it implied 
no moral character. Conſidered, indeed, 

as 


2 See Scripture-doftrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. F. 161. 
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as a puniſhment appointed for crimes by the 
law, it would be generally thought to imply 
a very immoral character among the Romans, 
though it did not, in all caſes, imply ſuch 
a character, even among them. But I know 
of no perſon, in any age, who ever thought 


that the death of the croſs did imply a cha- 
racter of perfect obedience and goodneſs, 


before the Dr. took it into his head to 


think ſo. 
2dly. The Dr. affirms that, It is the 


ce blood of Chriſt, as he is a lamb without 


e ſpot and blemiſh, that is, as he is perfectly 
« holy, which is of ſo great value in the 
* ſight of God.” - This is a moſt abſurd 
aſſertion; for the blood of Chriſt, or his 

ainful and ignominious death, or the vio- 
lent death of any other righteous perſon, 
abſtracted from all other conſiderations but 
that of the innocency or righteouſneſs of 
the ſufferers, is ſo far from being of any 
value in the ſight of God, that it is the ob- 


ject of his high diſpleaſure and abhorrence. 


Inſtead of having its worth, in his eſtima- 
tion, raiſed or heightened by the holinefs 
and goodneſs of the ſufferers, it has its 
odiouſneſs increaſed and greatly aggravated 
by them. This, in a clear, demonſtrative 
manner, ſhews us, that the blood or death 
of Chriſt could not take its value in God's 
ſight, from the holineſs and goodneſs of the 
ſufferer, Beſides, had his death really taken 
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its value from his perfect holineſs and good- 
neſs, yet this would not prove, that his death 
and his holineſs are one and the ſame thing: 
but it would be a clear proof of the con- 
trary; becauſe his death, if it did derive 
its value from his holineſs, muſt have been 
a different thing from his holineſs ; for if it 
had been the ſame thing with his holineſs, 
it could not have derived its value from it. 
So that whether the thing, which the Dr, 
affirms, be true or. falſe, it makes nothin 6 | 
for his purpoſe. | 
zdly. The next thing the Dr. affirms, 
is, that his (Chriſt's) load is the ſame 
e as his offering himſelf to God, Heb. ix. 
14.” — This propoſition is manifeſtly falfe ; 
wok it ſuppoſeth an abſurdity, vi. that 
the thing offered, and the oblation of it, 
are the ſame thing.—Beſides, in the place 
here referred to, the oblation which Chriſt 
offered to God, and the moral quality of 


that oblation, are mentioned as two diſtin&t 


things. The oblation which he offered to 
God is deſcribed as being 4:mſelf, that is, 
his own perſon, or life: and the being with- 
out ſpot 1s only mentioned as a deſcription 
of the moral quality of this oblation ; and 
not as being the oblation itſelf. And in all 
this I ſee nothing that makes for the Dr's 
purpoſe.— The Jews, in order to make 
atonement for their ſins, offered, in ſacri- 
fice, lambs without ſpot or blemiſh, or 

lambs 
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lambs which had no natural defect or im- 


Perfection of body. But ſhould any perſon 
take it into his head, to infer from this cit- 


cumſtance, that the blood of theſe animals, 


or the oblation of them to God, was the 


natural perfection of their bodys, he would 


reaſon juſt after the ſame manner as the Dr. 
muſt be ſuppoſed to do here: but every 


body muſt ſee, that his reaſoning would be 


very abſurd and ridiculous. 


Laſtly, The Dy. ſays, The blood of 
«* Chriſt, by which he hath redeemed us, is 
th precious, or of great worth, as it is the 
« blood of the lamb of God without ſpot 
ce and blemiſh, or ſpotleſs and 0 
© in all duty and obedience to God, and in 
6 love and goodneſs to men, through the 


* whole courſe of his life, but principally, 


* at his death. This was the ſacrifice 
© which he offered to God, and which 
© made atonement for the fin of the world.” 
The only argument, ſubſervient to the 
Dr's purpoſe, that can be formed out of 
theſe words, is this: 

Chriſt hath redeemed us by his own 
blood. 

But the blood of Chriſt is precious, as 
being the blood of a perſon emi- 
nently and perfectly pious and good. 

Therefore, the perfect piety and emi- 
nent goodneſs of Chriſt, is the bluod 


by which we were redeemed, ö 
K 4 Thi; 
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This is the only argument for the Dr's 
purpoſe, that can be formed out of the 
words before us. But every body mult ſee, 
that the concluſion of it is wrong drawn.: 
for the only concluſion, that follows from 
the premiſes, is this, therefore the blood by 
. which Chriſt hath redeemed us, is precious 
blood; a concluſion, which will do no- 
thing for the Doctor. 

Among the Jews, all lambs that were 
without ſpot and blemiſh, or bodily imper- 
fection, were precious lambs, or lambs of 
value and worth: but all lambs, that were 
without ſpot and blemiſh, did not make 
atonement for ſin, merely becauſe they were 
without ſpot and blemiſh, or lambs of value 
and worth: No lambs, however perfect 
or valuable, ever did, or could do this, un- 
leſs they were killed, and offered to God in 
the way appointed by him. The natural 
perfection of their bodily parts rendered 
them fit for being offered in ſacrifice ; but 
it did not conſtitute a ſacrifice : nothing but 
their death, and the oblation of them to 
God in the way preſcribed by him, did this. 
Juſt ſo, the perfect piety and goodneſs of 
Jeſus Chriſt qualified him for being offered 
in ſacrifice ; but they did not conſtitute that 
facrifice of himſelf which he offered to 
God for fin ; nor could they, of themſelves, 
ever have availed to make atonement for fin, 
in the way of ſacrifice, Nothing could do 
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this, but the er of his blood, the 
pouring out his ſoul to death, and the offering 
himſelf a ſlain victim to God. Wherefore, no 
argument can be taken from the conſidera- 
tion of him, as a lamb without ſpot and 
blemſh, to prove, that his perfect obedience 
and goodneſs was the blood or ſacrifice by 
which he redeemed us; any more than an 
argument can be taken from the natural 
or bodily perfection of lambs in the land 
of Judea, to prove, that the natural perfec- 
tion of theſe lambs, as being without ſpot 
and blemiſb, was the ſacrifices which made 
atonement for the ſins of the Jews. So 
that there is nothing of argument in what 
the Dr. here advances, 


The Dr's Scripture-evidence continued. 


8. 13. IV, To prove that the blood or 


| ſacrifice, which Chriſt offered for ſin, was 


his perfect obedience and goodneſs, the Dr. 
ſays further, The end of his coming into 
© the world was to do the will of God, Heb. 
% x.7. (John v. 30.—vi. 38.) not to offer 
figurative or ceremonial ſacrifices, but to 
c perform ſolid and ſubſtantial obedience, 
ce jn all acts of uſefulneſs and beneficence 
*« to mankind; by which he became a 
© high-prieſt after the order of Melchizedec, 
* the king of righteouſneſs, and the king of 
© peace or happineſs, Heb. vii. 2. And he 
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% abode in his father's love, or continued to 


„be the object of his complacency. and 
« delight, becauſe be kept his comandments,” 


$. 14. BEcAvsE our bleſſed Lord had 
received a commandment from the Father, 
(John x. 18.) 20 lay down his life for his 
ſheep, his laying it down for them, in a 
voluntary manner, was a ſolid and ſubſtan- 
tial a& of obedience to his will, or a doing 
of his will. And it is the doing of the 
will of God, by this particular act of obe- 


dience, and not by the obedience and good- 


neſs of his whole life, that is mentioned 
as an end of his coming into the world, 
Heb. x. 7. This ſeems to be very evident 
from ver. 10. where it is ſaid, By which 
will (of God, done by 3 we are ſanc- 
tified, by the offering of the body of Chriſt 
once, This is the ſcripture account of this 
affair. But how the Dr. or any other per- 
ſon, ſhould be able- to infer from it, that 
the blood, which Chriſt ſhed upon the croſs 
to make atonement for fin, was the perfect 
obedience and goodneſs of his whole life, 
* in all acts of uſefulneſs and beneficence to 
e mankind ;” or, that his perfect obedience 
and goodneſs was the ſacrifice which he 
© offered to God for the fin of the world,” 
is a thing above my comprehenſion, Theſe, 
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in my humble opinion, are very wide and 
wrong conſequences. The Dr. ſurely, 
could not think, that though it was not 
he end of- Chriſt's coming into the world 
fo offer ſacrifices of ſlain beaſts, yet it was 


not to offer himſelf, his own ſoul or life, a 


facrifice to God; or that his making his 
ſoul, or life, an offering: for ſin, which 
was one act of obedience only, was the 
perfect obedience and goodneſs of his whole 
life ; or, that the doing of God's will in one 
particular, is not a doing of his will, becauſe 
it is not a doing of it in all things: and 
yet he muſt call in one or other of theſe 


abſurd ſentiments to his aſſiſtance, before 


he can make what he advances here, ſub- 
ſervient to his purpoſe.—The only reſem- 
blances between Chriſt and Melchizedec, 
of which the ſcripture gives us any account, 
regard either the double office of king and 
prieſt, which they both executed ; or their 
moral qualifications for theſe offices; or the 
unchangeableneſs of their prieſthood, in 
which neither of them had any predeceſſor 
or ſucceſſor; and not the ſacrifices which 
they offered, as the Dr, would have it. 
And, indeed, as it is highly probable, that 


the ſacrifices, which Melchizedec offered, 


were of the animal kind, there could be no 
ſimilitude between theſe ſacrifices, and that 
which Chriſt offered. We no where read, 
that Melchizedec offered himſelf to God a 
: ſacrifice 


other ſingle act of obedience whatſoever, 
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| ſacrifice for ſin; or that he offered his 


obedience and righteouſneſs as a ſacrifice. 
And, therefore, if what the Dr. ſays of 
Jeſus Chriſt, ' as being, by his perfect righ- 
teouſnefs and goodneſs, © made a prieſt af- 


F ter the order of Melchizedec,” was really 


true, (as there is reaſon to think, it is not,) 
yet this would make nothing for his pur- 
oſe. 
The Dr. adds; «Chriſt abode in his Fa- 
« ther's /ove, or continued to be the object 
ce of his complacency and delight, becauſe 
te be kept his commandments.” — This is what 
the ſcripture affirms, and is very true. But 
I cannot ſee, how it can ſubſerve the Dr's 
purpoſe in any imaginable reſpect. Surely, 
from Chriſt's abiding in his Father's Ie, 
becauſe he kept his commandments, it will not 
follow, that his ſhedding his blood upon 
the croſs, which was one at of obedience 
only, was all the acts of his obedience, or 
the perfect obedience and goodneſs of his 


' whole life; or even, that the acceptableneſs 


of his blood and death to God did depend 
on the acceptableneſs of all the other acts 
of his obedience: for all the acts of his 
obedience were equally, and on the very 
ſame account, acceptable to God, viz. be- 
cauſe they were acts of obedience to his 
will. His act of obedience, in dying upon 
a croſs, was as acceptable to God, as any 


for 
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for no other reaſon, but becauſe it was an 
act of obedience. | 


The Dr's Scripture-evidence continued. 


8. 15. V. To prove that the ſacrifice of 
Chriſt was his perfect obedience and good- 
neſs, the Dr. proceeds. to another topic. 
<© The reaſon, ſays he, of his eminence and 
* high diſtinction is aſſigned to the perfec- 
te tion and excellence of his moral charac- 
© ter, Heb. i. 9. Thou haſt loved righteouſneſs, 
e and hated iniquity, therefore God, even thy 
* God, hath anointed thee with the oil of glad- 
© neſs above thy fellows. Heb. v. 8, 9. Though 
ce he were a ſon, yet learned be (yet he was 
« diſciplined in) obedience by the things which 
ce he ſuffered : and being thus made perfect, 
« be became the author of eternal ſalvation to 
« all them that obey him, Iſai. lili. 5. The 
ce chaſizſement, or diſcipline, of our peace, 
* which procured our happineſs, was por 
* him. ( caſtigatio, eruditio.) And the 
e“ apoſtle, in another place, Phil. ii. 8, 9. 
<« ſhews the true ground of our Lord's be- 
« ing exalted, and made head over all 
© things, as our Redeemer; namely, be- 
« cauſe he emptied himſelf, and took upon 
ce him the form of a ſervant, that he might 
“ ſerve mankind in their moſt important in- 
<« tereſt; and becauſe in this way, in ſerving 
g us, he became obedient to death, even the 


* death 
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cc death of the croſs, which was the higheſt 
c jnſtance of obedience, love, and good- 
© nels, he conld poſſibly exhibit. For as 
« he himſelf juitly obſerves, (John xv. bY; 
& Greater love hath no man than this, that a 
« man lay down his life for (to ſerve) his 
< friends. And upon this account it was, 
ce that the Father loved, and highly exalted, 
« him, and bleſſed us with all the grace 
<« of the goſpel. Thus Cbriſt, gave bis life 


% ranſom, or atonement, for many, Or, 


ce jn other words, (Eph. v. 2.) Chriſt hath 
« ſoued us, to ſuch a degree, that he hath 
given himſelf for us, an offering and a 
e ſacrifice to God, for a fweet-ſmelling ſa- 


4 VOur. 
ANSWER. 


F. 16. HERE we have an argument which 
conlifts of an antecedent and a conſequent. 
The antecedent conſiſts of ſeveral texts of 
ſcripture, which teach us, that Chriſt's obe- 
dience to God was very eminent, and greatly 
heightened by theſe ſufferings which, in 
obedience to the will of God, he volun- 
tarily and patiently endured, in the execu- 
tion of his mediatorial office; and that this 
eminent obedience of Chriſt was the baſis 
of that great reward which he received 


from the Father, or the reaſon for which 


God highly exalted him, by conferring uni- 
verſal 
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verſal dominion upon him,—This, I think, 
is the amount of the whole antecedent in 
the Dr's argument.—-The conſequent of 
this antecedent is expreſſed in the following 
words, And upon this account, (i. e. ou 
<« account of his eminent and perfect obe- 
« dience,) the Father loved, and highly 
te exalted, him, and bleffed us with all the 
te grace of the goſpel.” The firſt part of 
this conſequent, though it is not an infe- 
rence from the antecedent, yet it is contained 
in it; for, in the texts quoted, it is expreſly 
affirmed, that God /oved and highly exalted - 
Chrift, becauſe his obedience was ſo perfect 
and eminent, But this doth not come up 
to the Dr's purpoſe ; for, becauſe Chriſt's 
perfect obedience, being the ground and 
reaſon of his exaltation, and his perfect 
| obedience or goodneſs, being the blood or 
ſacrifice which he offered for ſin, are two 
different things, theſe texts of ſcripture, 
which affirm the one, can be no proof of 
the truth of the other.—The other part of 
the Dr's conſequent, is, that God (on ac- 
count of Chriſt's eminent and perfect obe- 
dience,) ©. hath bleſſed us with all the 
ce grace of the goſpel.” And this, indeed, 
comes up to his purpoſe ; becauſe the grant 
of the remiſſion of fins is one part of the 
grace of the goſpel: and I ſuppoſe, that 
this was the reaſon, by which the Dr. was 
induced to throw this into the conſequent 
of 
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of his argument. However, what entirely 
precludes him from all benefit from this part 


of his conſequent, is, that it is a falſe and 


ſpurious inference from his antecedent ; or, 
to ſpeak more properly, is no 'inference at 
all from it, For, in the texts quoted, there 
is nothing affirmeg, or even implied, ſug- 
geſted or hinted, that gives any countenance 
to, or ground for ſuch an inference, as every 


body muſt ſee, who will take the pains to 


read them over with attention.—The Dr. 
concludes his 'argument in the following 


words, © Thus Chriſt gave his life a ranſom, or 


«© atonement for many: or in other words, 
« (Eph. v. 2.) Chriſt hath loved us to ſuch a 
« degree, that he hath given himſelf for us, an 
e offering and a ſacrifice to God, for a ſweet- 
e ſmelling ſavour.” Now, if, by Chriſt's giving 
« his life a ranſom for many, the Dr. means, 
that the life, which Chriſt gave as a ranſom 
for them, was his perfect obedience and good- 


neſs; this is a point which he has ſtill to 


prove ; for the texts, which he has hitherto 
produced, neither affirm nor imply ſuch a 
notion of the ſacrifice which Chriſt offered. 
And for the text, which he here quotes from 
Eph. v. 2. it is againſt him; for it mentions 
nothing about Chriſt's offering up his per- 


fect obedience and goodneſs, but ſpeaks of 


his giving a very different thing, even him- 
ſelf, for us, an offering and a ſacrifice to God, 
for a fweet-ſmelling favour, 
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The Dr's Scripture-evidence continued. 
F. 17. VI. Bur the Dr. has ſomething 


to ſay, which, he thinks, puts his notion of 


the ſacrifice of Chriſt out of all doubt. He 
ſays, And to put the matter out of all 
«© doubt, the apoſtle (Rom. v.) expreſsly 
« affirms, that the grace of God, and his 
« gift to a ſinful world, ver. 15. even that 
& free gift which relates to juſtification not 
* only from the conſequence of Adam's one 
* offence, but to the many offences which 
% men have committed, ver. 16. that grace 
** gift which has reference to our reigning 
<« in eternal life, ver. 17. He affirms, 1 ſay, 
« that this gift and grace is in, by, or 
«I. —_— the grace of one man Yeſus Chriſt, 
© [ev Xegilt vn Tg evos arlpure,. ver. 15. 
«© that i *. to ſay, through his goodnefs, love, 
and benevolence to mankind. 


1 


§. 18. Wuar the Dr. here ſaith, St, 
Paul affirms; and, therefore, it muſt be 


true. But I cannot ſee, what he can 


infer from it, in ſupport of his notion of 
the ſacrifice of Chriſt, as being the perfect 
obedience: and goodneſs of his whole life. 
The gift of juſtification from the conſe- 
quences of Adam's one offence, and of our 

L own 
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own fins, and that of eternal life, are in, 
by, or through the goodneſs, love, and be- 
nevolence of Jeſus Chriſt ; this is affirmed 


by both St. Paul and Dr. Tay/or. Now let 


us only ſuppoſe here, what the ſeriptures 
every where affirm, that the gift of theſe 


is in, by, or through, one act of the good- 


neſs, love, and benevolence of Jeſus Chriſt, 
viz. his love and goodneſs in dying upon 
the croſs, as a ſin-offering or facrifice ; 
would it not be true upon this ſuppoſition, 
that this gift is in, by, or through, the 
goodneſs, love, and beneyolence of Jeſus 
Chriſt; and, at the ſame time, be true like- 
wiſe, that this gift is not in, by, or through 


all thoſe acts of goodneſs, love, and bene- 


volence, which, put together, made up the 


pon obedience and goodneſs of his whole 


fe? Upon this ſuppoſition, therefore, (which 
1s the.only one the ſcripture permits us to 
make in this affair,) all that both St. Paul 


and Dr. Taylor ſay, is true; and yet the 


Dr's notion of the ſacrifice of Chriſt, as 
being the perfect obedience and goodneſs 
of his whole life, is not only not ſupported, 
but directly excluded, by it. There is cer- 
tainly a fallacy in the Dr's reaſoning here: 
becauſe it doth not follow, from the pift's 
being in, by, or through the goodneſs, love, 
and benevolence of Jeſus Chriſt, that it was 
in, by, or through, all his acts of good- 
neſs, love, and benevolence : for to render 
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it in, by, or through, his goodneſs, love, 
and benevolence, it is ſufficient, that it was 
in, by, or through one act of his goodneſs, 
love, and benevolence. What, therefore, 
the Dr, here alledgeth, is no proof of his 


The Dr's Seripture-evidence continued. 


9.19. VII. To ſtrengthen what he had 
ſaid, the Dr. ſubjoins, * And he (St. Paul 


* directs us to conceive, that as Adam's 


© offence and diſobedience was the reaſon 
ce or foundation of. death's paſſing pon 
« all .mankind; fo Chriſt's righteouſneſs 
* and obedience is the reaſon or founda- 
* tion not only of the general reſtoration 
5e to life, but of all other goſpel bleſſings. 


He conſiders the offence of the one, and 


the righteouſneſs of the other, as moral 


“ cauſes of different and 'oppoſite effects. 
<« For, ſaith he, ver. 18. As by the offence 
e one, judgment came upon all men to 
* condemnation , even ſo by the righteouſneſs 
e of one, the free gift came upon all men unto 
% Juſtification of life. Fur as by one man's 
ce diſobedience, the many were made ſinners : 
« /o by the obedience of one, the many be mage 
© righteous. 2 Cor. viii. 9. Ze know the 
grace (the goodneſs and loye) Fl our 
* Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that though he Twas 


rich, yet. for your fakes be became poor, 
| 1 | 
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* that ye, through his poverty, might be 


« ich. 


ANSWER, 


8. 20. Ir the Dr. by reaſon, foundation, 
and moral cauſes, meaneth, as I apprehend 
he doth, motives to, and reaſons for, action; 
Vi2. Theſe. motives and reaſons by which 
God was. moved and determined to make 
death, and judgment to condemnation, to 
paſs upon all Adam's poſterity, as the pu- 
niſhment of his offence ; and righteouſneſs, 
or juſtification to life, to paſs over to the 
many, as the conſequence 'or reward of 


Chriſt's obedience or righteouſneſs ; it doth 


not appear to me, that St. Paul, in the 
texts here quoted, either conceived him- 
ſelf, or had any intention to direct us to 
conceivè, that Adam's offence was the rea- 


ſon, foundation, or moral cauſe, of death's 


paſſing upon all mankind; or, that Chriſt's 
righteouſneſs or obedience is the reaſon, 
foundation, or moral cauſe, of a general 
ce reſtoration to life, and of all other goſpel 
ce bleſſings: for St. Paul ſays not one word 
about the motives and reaſons by which the 
Deity was moved and determined to tranſ- 
mit either the one or the other of theſe to 
mankind; but only ſpeaks of the means by 
which they were conveyed to them. All 
that the Apoſtle ſays, in the one caſe, is, 

| Death 
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Death paſſed upon all men, all men were made 
finners or ſufferers, death reigned, judgment 
came upon all men to condemnation, the many 
were made finners or ſufferers, by, or through, 
(not for, or on account of,) the fin of one 
man, the offence of one, one offence, the 
diſobedience of one man; by, or | through, 
one offence of this one man, as a medium 
or mean of conveyance ;z not for it, or on 
account of it, as a motive to, or reaſon for, 
the conveyance of this evil. And all that 
he ſays, in the other caſe, is, The free gift 
came upon all men to juſtification of life, the © 
many be made righteous, &c. by, or through, 
one righteouſneſs, (or act of righteoulſnels ;) 
by, or through, the obedience of one man; 
by, or through, this one act of righteouſ- 
neſs of one man, as a mean of conveyance; 
and not for it, or on account of it, as a mo- 
tive to, or reaſon for, the conveyance of 


this bleſſing *, In this manner doth St, Paul 


ſpeak 


b In the Greek language, the motives, reaſons, or 
moral cauſes of actions and effects, are expreſſed by 
the prepoſition %, with the accuſative caſe following 
it ; and the way and manner in which, and the means 
and inſtruments by which, they are done or produced, 


are expreſſed by the ſame prepoſition with the Geni- 


tive caſe following it, or by the Dative caſe following 
the verb without a prepoſition. And in this laſt way, 
and not in the former, doth St, Paul, in the places 
referred to, ſpeak of mortality as being the conſe- 
quence of Adam's ſin, and of immortality, or juſti- 
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ſpeak of the offence of Adam, and of the 
obedience of Chriſt, in the texts before us. 
He conſiders neither of the two as motives, 
or reaſons and moral cauſes, of actions or 
effects; but only ſpeaks of the firſt, as a 
medium, or mean, in the conveyance of 
evil; and of the ſecond; as a medium, or 
mean, in the conveyance of good to man- 
kind, And if the Dr. will be' pleaſed to 
underſtand what this Apoſtle faith; accord- 
ing to the genuine ſenſe of his own expreſ- 
fions, he will find nothing in it that is fa- 
vourable to his notions of the nature and 
efficacy” of Chriſt's ſacrifice. For if the 
obedience, or righteouſneſs, of Chriſt; was, 
as St. Paul repreſents it, a mean or inſtru- 
ment in the conveyance of the gift of Juſti- 
fication, *tis very plain, that it tould not 
have been a motive or reaſon with the Deity, 
for the conveyance of grant of this gift: 
the reaſon is, becauſe the mean, in all caſes, 
is Choſen for the ſake of the end, and not 
| | Vice 
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fication to life, as being the conſequence of Chriſt's 
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*in T8 vs, ver. 19. And not $12 73 78 els rap ue, 
J by ++dan]uun, Sie Thr wraparcns Y rde, that the 
many died, death reigned, judgment came upon all men to 
condemnation, the many were made ſinners. And, in 
like manner, he ſays, that it was % sede Sixaropa- 
Jag, ver. 18. ,s, Ths rann Ts evoc, ver. 19. And not 
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Vice ver ſa; or, in other words, the end is, 


in all caſes, a reaſon for the choice of the 
mean, or means; but the mean, or means, 
are, in no caſe, a reaſon for the choice of 
the end. But as I ſhall have this affair to 
examine to the bottom in my laſt chapter, 
I ſhall ſay no more about it in this place. 
If the Dr. ſhould ſtill think, that St. 
Paul's affirming juſtification from the con- 
ſequences of ſin, (ver. 18, 19.) to be by, or 


throngh, the righteouſneſs or obedience of 
Chriſt, is favourable to his notion of the 


ſacrifice of Chriſt, as being the perfect 
obedience and goodneſs of his whole life; 
it may be obſerved, that this apoſtle, in one 
of theſe verſes, (via, ver. 18.) cautions us 
againſt thus underſtanding him, by calling 


the obedience of Chriſt, by, or through, 


which we are juſtified, or made righteous, 
one righteouſneſs, or one act of righteouſneſs, 
or righteous act, and that as ſtanding in 
contraſt, with that one offence, or one act 
of offence, of Adam, by, or through, which 


Judgment came upon all men to condemnation : 


for. he ſays, As by one offence, (d eos ra- 
garloualcs,) judgment came upon all men to 
condemnation ; ſo by one righteouſneſs, (qi eros 
Jocer io ic los, by one righteous act, ) the free 
gift came upon all men to juſtification of life *, 
And as it is St. Paul's deſign in the context, 
Cath 88 | it 


i See Mr. Locke in locum. 
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as well as in this verſe, to exhibit the con- 
traſt between one. offenfive act of Adam 
and the conſequences of it to mankind, 


and one righteous. act of Chrift and the 
conſequences of it to mankind, he muſt, 
when he mentions the obedience or righte- 
ouſneſs of Chriſt without any reſtriction, 


be underſtood to ſpeak. of one act of obe- 


dience, or one righteous. act only; for if 
he is not ſo underſtood, the contraſt, which 
he is exhibiting, will be loſt. And I ſin- 
cerely wiſh that the Dr. as he has taken 
notice of this interpretation, in his notes 
upon ver. 18, had paid a greater regard 
to it, becauſe it is a dead weight upon that 
Interpretation which ſupports his notion of 
the facrifice of Chriſt, as being the perfect 
obedience and goodneſs of his whole life, 


Ihe laſt text the Dy. mentions, as hav- 


ing ſomething in it for his purpoſe, is, 2 Cor. 
viii. 9. Te know the grace (the goodneſs and 
love) of cur Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that though 
he was rich, yet for your ſakes he became poor, 
that ye, through his poverty, might be rich. — 
The thing which the apoſtle ſpeaks of in 
theſe words, is, the poor and indigent ſtate 
of life, in which Chriſt was graciouſly 
pleaſed to be placed here on earth, for the 
good and benefit of mankind. This is the 
thing which he expreſly mentions ; and the 
only thing which the nature and ſcope of 


his diſcourſe required to be mentioned. But 
x AID, | he 
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he doth not ſay one word about the facrifice 
of Chriſt, or about its nature and efficacy, 


If the Dr. thinks he doth ; he hath it to 


prove. And till he has proved it, I muſt be 
allowed to think, that this text makes no- 
thing for his purpoſe, 0 * 1 


We concluſſon of the Dr's Scriptures 
221. Nb, 967 vide 904 p ap 
F. 21. Tux Dr. concludes this long para- 
graph of ſeripture- evidence in the following 
words, „From all this, it appears, that 
5e the blood of Chriſi, or that by which he 
*« has bought and redeemed us, is his love 
« and goodneſs to men, and his obedience 
« to God, exerciſed indeed through the 
* whole courſe of his humihation in this 
«© world, but moſt eminently exhibited in 
« his death. His blood: is : precious, ( 1 Pet. 
© j. 19.) And it is precious, not in the ſenſe 
«© in which ſilver and gold, or any other 
© material thing, is precious, but as it is the 
te blood of a lamb without ſpot and blemiſh : 
te that is to ſay, it is his-compleat and ſpot- 
ce leſs righteouſneſs, his humility, goodneſs, 
c and obedience to death, which makes his 
© blood precious in the beſt and higheſt 
e ſenſe, and gives his croſs all its worth and 
efficacy. 1 | 
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154 Dr. Tavrox' Sentiment: of Part II. 
F. 22, IN what reſpects the blood of 
Chriſt is precious, and from what it derives 
its value or worth, I have conſidered al- 
ready * ; and have nothing further to add, 
on that head, in this place. And for the 


reſt; the whole proof, which the Dr. has 


brought from the ſcripture, in ſupport of 
that notion of the facrifice of Chriſt which 
he here gives us, has been minutely con- 
ſidered; and, upon the ſtricteſt examination, 
it has been found, I think, that no one part 
of it amounts to a good proof, or even the 
ſhadow of a proof, of the truth of it. 
S. 23. Having, thus diſpatched the ex- 
amination of all the ſcripture- evidence, 
which the Dr. has produced, in the VIII“ 
chapter of his Key to the Apoſtolic writ- 
ings, of his notion of Chriſt's ſacrifice, as 
being the perfect obedience and goodneſs of 
his whole life; I now proceed to examine 
his ſcripture illuſtrations of it, as they lie 
before us in the X chapter of his Scrip- 
ture-doctrine of Atonement examined. 
F. 24. Tree ſcripture-illuſtrations are of 
the analogical kind; a ſpecies of illuſtration, 
which, though pretty well calculated to 
confound, and ſtop the mouth of an op- 
ponent, has been ſo far from being of any 

great 


See this ſame ſection, . 2—12. incluſive, 
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great ſervice in | explaining and proving 
ſoripture-doctrines, that it has often oo 


ſcured, and not ſeldom miſrepreſented them. 


If any perſon wants to have an inſtance of 
theſe dangerous effects of analogical illuſtra- 
tions, he may turn over to that part of the 
late learned and worthy biſhop of Durham's 
Book of Analogy, which relates to the 
atonement, or ſacrifice, of Jeſus Chriſt ; 
where he will fee, what havock may be 
made both of ſcripture-doctrine and com- 
mon-ſenſe, by the mere force of analogys. 
And, I am afraid, that the Dr's analogical 
illuſtrations will not, upon trial, be found 
to have a much better effect upon the ſcrip- 
ture-doctrine concerning that point. But 
let us proceed to the examination of them. 


Ile Dr's Scripture-illuſtrations. 


F. 25. TRE Dr. after having ſaid, that 
Chriſt's perfect obedience. and goodneſs 
„ was the ſacrifice which he offered to 
* God, and which made atonement for the 
« ſin of the world,” ſubjoins,—So the obe- 
* dience of Abraham was a reaſon for be- 
«© ſtowing bleſſings upon his poſterity, Gen. 
* x xi. I06—18.—xxvi. 4, 5. 80 Moles, 
« and other good men, averted the judg- 
« ments of God by their prayers and 
« righteouſneſs, Exod. xxxii. 3o0—--32. 

* Numb. 


156 Dr. TayLoR's Sentiments of Part II. 
% Numb. xiv. 20. 1 Sam. vii. 8-10. Job 
« xlii. 7, 8. Jer. xv. 1. Ezek. xiv. 13—20. 
80 Phineas, by executing an act of juſtice, 
© turned away the wrath of God from the 
ce children of Iſrael, Numb. xxv. 11 


1 1 


* * 
ANSWER. 


§. 26. BETWEEN the nature of the caſes 
here mentioned, and that of ſacrifices, there 
is ſuch a diſſimilarity, that no argument can 
be taken from the one to illuſtrate the other. 
The obedience of Abraham was, indeed, 
a medium by which bleſſings were conveyed 
to his poſterity, and, perhaps, a reaſon for 
the conveyance of them : but then his obe- 
dience was no facrifice ; nor is it any where 
ſaid, that it made atonement for the ſins of 
his poſterity, or that it procured the remiſ- 
ſion of fin for any one of them. And, 
therefore, no argument can be taken from 
the efficacy and effect of Abraham's obedi- 
ence to illuſtrate the nature, efficacy, and 
effect of the ſacrifice of Jeſus Chriſt —In 
like manner, the prayers and righteouſneſs 
of Moſes and other good men, and an act 
of juſtice . executed by Phineas, were the 
means of averting the wrath and judgments 


of 


See Scripture-daCtrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. F. 162. | 
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Chap. I. the Sacrifice of Chrift examined. 1 55 
of God from other perſons: and they are 
actually ſaid to have atoned, or made atone- 
ment, for their ſins: but then, theſe prayers 
and acts of righteouſneſs of Moſes and other 
good men, and the act of juſtice which was 
executed by Phineas, were not ſacrifices; 
and the atonements, which were made by 
them, as the Dr. very well obſerves, were 
extra-levitical, and ſuch as had mo relation 
to ſacrifices v. Not to enlarge here; before 


the Dr. can make any of the caſes, here 


alledged, ſubſervient to his purpoſe, he muſt 
prove two things, which I deſpair of ever 
ſeeing proved. He muſt prove, (1.) that 
prayer, acts of righteouſneſs, ' juſtice, and 
virtue, are true and proper ſacrifices. And, 
(2.) that the ſacrifice, which Chriſt offered, 
was the perfect obedience and goodneſs of 
his whole life. The proof of the laſt of 
theſe the Dr. has attempted, and has, I 
think, altogether failed in the attempt. And 
for the firſt, inſtead of proving it, he hath 


overthrown it by his very definitions of ſa- 


crifice, by which he makes ſacrifices to be, 


not prayer, nor acts of righteouſneſs, juſ- 
tice, and virtue; but ſymbols or emblems of 
prayer and praiſe, and of the internal de- 
fires, affections, diſpoſitions, and virtues of 
the mind. | | 
Upon 


m See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. V. FH. 70. and Chap. VI. H. 107. 
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Upon the whole, fince, in all the caſes 
here produced by the Dr, the means, by 
which the effects were produced, were not 
ſacrifices, but things of a different nature; 
and ſince, withal, the effect, in one of theſe 
caſes, was not the remiſſion of ſin, but a 
different one; I may, I think, venture to 
conclude, that the Dr's notions of the na- 
ture and efficacy of Chriſt's ſacrifice can re- 
ceive no illuſtration, in the way of analo- 
gical reaſoning, from any of theſe caſes. 


The Dr's Scripture illuſtrations continued. 


F. 27. Tux Dr. adds, “And that the 
ce ſcriptural notion of atonement will fairly 


* admit this way of accounting for our re- 
cc demption by Chriſt, he that hath care- 


t fully peruſed the foregoing examination of 
<« the ſcriptural-ſenſe of atonement, will, I 
& think, be convinced. For if, in various 
te inſtances, the virtue, piety, and prayers 
6e of good men, were the reaſon of God's 
te beftowing pardon, and ſundry bleſſings, 
ce upon others; how much more muſt the 
ee perfect righteouſneſs and goodneſs of the 
<* ſon of God, be a reaſon for remitting the 
« ſins of mankind” ?” Ec? 0 


A N- 


See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. F. 163. 
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Av v con t 


| 8 28. Wir the utmolt! care, base! 1 
read over and examined the Dr's examina- 
tion of the ſcriptural-ſenſe of extra-levitical 
atonements; and yet can receive no light 
from it, | concernin the ſcripture-ſenſe of 
Levitical or ſacrifical atonements. And till 
the Dr. has cleared up the ſcriptural- ſenſe of 
the laſt mentioned atonements, (which he 
has neither done, nor attempted to do, as 1 
have before ſhewn,) his way of accounting 
for our redemption by Chriſt cannot, in 
reaſon, be admitted. Till this is done, tis 
impoſſible to know, what the ſeriptural- 
ſenſe of ſacrifical atonement is; or whether, 
it will, or will not, admit that way of ac- 
counting for our redemption by the ſacri- 


ſice of Chriſt.— The Dr, indeed, has clearly 


proved, that the pardon of ſin, and ſundry 
other bleſſings, have been procured for other 
perſons by extra- levitical atonements, that 
is, by the prayers, piety, and virtue of good 


men. But pray, What is this to his pur- 


poſe? Were the prayers, piety, and vir- 


tue, by which theſe bleſſings were procured, 


true and proper facrifices ? The Dr. him- 
ſelf, by making facrifices the ſymbols or 
emblems of them, and by acknowledging 
that the atonements, which were made by 
them, had no relation to ſacrifices, declares 
_ 


160 Dr. TAYLOR's Sentiments of Part II. 
that they were not. Or can it be thought, 
that ſymbols and mere-ſhadows could have 
the ſame efficacy, and produce the ſame 
effect, as the ſubſtance. itſelf? this is ſhock- 
ing to common ſenſe. Or did ſacrifical 
atonements, under the law of Moſes, like 
extra- levitical atonements, procure bleſſings 
for any perſons but the offerers? This, I pre- 
ſume, will not be affirmed. As far, there- 
fore, as I can yet ſee, the ſcriptural-ſenſe 
of extra- levitical atonements affords us no 
light at all about the ſcriptural ſenſe, or the 
nature and efficacy of Jewiſh facrifices; and 
{till leſs, if poſſible, about the nature, effi- 
cacy, and ſcriptural ſenſe, of the ſacrifice 
of Chriſt, by which we |are redeemed. 
This laſt mentioned ſacrifice, though offered 
by one whoſe obedience and goodneis were 
perfect, yet, if we will believe the ſcrip- 
tures, it was not his perfect obedience and 
goodneſs, but death voluntarily choſen and 
ſubmitted to, blood ſhed upon the croſs, 
and offered to make atonement for the fins 
of mankind, How then ſhould the nature 


and efficacy of this ſacrifice admit the ſame 


way of being accounted for, as thoſe: of 
extra-levitical atonements, which were 
made by different means, ſuch as prayer, 
and Es of piety, and virtue? 

. HavinG now finiſhed my exami- 
nation of the Dr's ſeripture- evidence, and 
R of his notion of the 

| facrifice 
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ſacrifice of Chriſt, as being his perfect obe- 
dience and goodneis ; I ſhall, before I con- 


_ clude this head, ſubjoin one general remark 


upon this otic of the Dr. with ſome 1l- 


luſtrations of the truth of it. The remark 


is this, that it will be very difficult, impoſe 
ſible, I think, to reconcile the Dr's notion 
of the ſacrifice of Chriſt, with the current 
phraſeology of the holy ſcriptures; or with 
his own notion of Jewiſh facrifices, which, 
molt certainly, were true and proper ſacri- 
ces; and muſt, for that very reaſon, agree, 
in the general nature of ſacrifice, with the 
ſacrifice of Jeſus Chriſt, provided it was a 
true and proper ſacrifice, as there is good 
reaſon to think, it was. 

$. 30. I. Tus notion of the ſacrifice of 
Chriſt cannot, I think, be brought to ac- 
cord with the ſcripture-phraſeology. The 
ſcriptures always ſpeak. of this ſacrifice as 
being the death of Chriſt; as being his 
blood, the ſheddjng of his blood, his crols, 
his being made a curſe by hanging on a tree, 
his giving, or laying down, his life, his 
offering himſelf (not his actions) an offering 
and a ſacrifice, Sc. But they never once 
mention his perfect obedience and goodneſs, 
as being the ſacrifice which he offered to 
God. —If it be urged here, that we muſt 
underſtand theſe ſcripture-phraſes in the 


| Dr's way, or we cannot make the cc 


which is grounded upon them in the ſcrip- 
M res 


162 Dr. Tavtor's Sentiments of Part II. 
ture, conſiſtent with treaſon and common 
ſenſe. I anſwer; this objection ſuppoſes, 
and takes for granted, that which ought to 
be clearly proved, viz. that the doctrine, 
grounded upon the death or ſacrifice of 
Chriſt, is inconſiſtent with reaſon and com- 
mon ſenſe, unleſs his death or ſacrifice be 
underſtood to ſignify his perfect obedience 
and goodneſs. But this ſhould be fairly 
proved, before the truth of it is admitted. 
One thing ſeems to be pretty clear, vis. 
that the ſcripture-phraſes, now mentioned, 
cannot be underſtood in the Dr's ſenſe, with- 
out the moſt violent and unnatural ſtraining, 
a departure from the obvious fenſe of the 
words, and the putting a ſenſe upon them 
in which they are not to be found in any 
writing. Withal, if any perſon ſhould un- 
derſtand them in this ſenſe, he would till 
have it to prove from ſcripture, that they 
ought to be ſo underſtood ; which, I am 
of opinion, will never be proved, unleſs it 
be by a proof of the ſame kind with that 
of the Dr, which, as we have ſeen, is 
no proof at all, 

$. 31. II. Tux Dr's notion of the ſa- 
crifice of Chriſt cannot be brought to agree, 
in its nature, as a ſacrifice, with his notion 
of Jewiſb, piacular-ſacrifices. His notion 
of the laſt mentioned facritices, 1s, that they 
were {ſymbols of the penitence and penitent 


addrels of thoſe by whom they were offered. 
| But 
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But the ſacrifice of - Chriſt, according to 
him, was neither the penitence nor penitent 
addreſs of the offenders for whom it was 
offered, nor the ſymbol of them; but a quite 
different thing, even the perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of the whole life of another 
perſon. In the one caſe, atonement was 
made for ſin by the ſymbolical, penitent ad- 
dreſs of the offender himſelf: In the other, 
it was made by the perfect obedience and 
goodneſs of the prieſt who offered the ſa- 
crifice. And how two ſpecies of things, 
which agree in nothing, ſhould yet agree in 
the general nature of ſacrifice, is what 1 
cannot comprehend. 

§. 32. Tux Dr. indeed, tells us, That 
c the virtue and efficacy of Jewiſh ſacrifices 
(in their inferior kind and degree, as 
types, figures, and emblems,) coincide 
«© with the virtue and efficacy of Chriſt's 
<« ſacrifice.” —Answ. The virtue and effi- 


cacy of Jewiſh-ſacrifices, conſidered as 


types, figures, and emblems, cannot, in 
any kind or degree, coincide with the virtue 
and efficacy of what the Dr. calls Chriſt's 
ſacrifice, vg. his perfect obedience and 
goodneſs; becauſe they were things of a 
very diſſimilar nature and efficacy. Types, 


figures, and emblems, conſidered in them- 
M 2 ſelves, 


o See Scripture-doCtrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. XI. F. 190. 
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ſelves, have no virtue or efficacy, can do 
nothing, can produce no manner of effect: 
conſidered even in reference to the things 
which they repreſent, they have no efficacy, 
but only as they ſerve to excite the ideas of 
theſe things, and to occaſion thoughts and 
meditations about them; which is a very 
different efficacy from what the things 
themſelves have. Vea, the Jewiſh-ſacri- 
fices, conſidered even as types, figures, and 
emblems, of what the Dr. calls, the ſa- 
« crifice of the perfect obedience and good- 
* neſs of Jeſus Chriſt,” cannot coincide, 
either in the fame kind, or in any degree, 
of efficacy, with this latter ſacrifice. To 
ſuppoſe that they did, would be the ſame 
thing as to ſuppoſe, that a' ſhadow of a 
thing has the ſame kind of efficacy, or ſome 
degree of the ſame efficacy, as the ſubſtance ; 
or that the print or draught of a corn-mill 
has the ſame kind of efficacy, or ſome de- 
gree of the ſame kind of efficacy, as a real 

corn-mill. 
§. 33. Bur in order to ſupport the coin- 
cidence between the efficacy of Jewith-ſa- 
crifices and that of the ſacrifice of the per- 
fect obedience and goodneſs of Jeſus Chriſt, 
the Dr. ſubjoins, They (i. e. the Jewiſh- 
5 ſacrifices) were ſymbolical inſtructions in 
** holineſs, till Chriſt came, and offered up 
e himſelf a ſacrifice of real holineſs, obedi- 
© ence, and goodneſs, to inſtruct us in a 
| more 
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<<. more perfect manner *.”—Answ. All the 
inſtitutions. and external dutys of religion. 
muſt, as ſuch, agree in a general tendency 
to inſtruct men in holineſs, and promote 
piety ; for unleſs each of them had this 
tendency, they could not be religious inſti- 
tutions and dutys. But though all the inſti- 
tutions and external dutys of religion do, 
and muſt, agree in this general tendency; 
yet, to infer from their agreement in it, (as 
the Dr. ſeems to do, in the caſe before us,) 
that all the inſtitutions and external dutys of 
religion are of one ſpecies, or, that the vir- 
tue and efficacy which each of them has in 
producing its peculiar and appropriated ef- 
fect, is the ſame kind of virtue and efficacy, 
would be to reaſon, not only in a wrong, 
but in a very ſtrange and wild manner. 
Wherefore, ſuppoſing both Jewiſh-ſacrifices, 
and the ſacrifice of the perfect obedience and 
goodneſs of Chriſt, as the Dr. calls it, to 
have agreed, as inſtructions in holineſs, in 
the ſame general tendency with one another, 


and all other inſtitutions of religion ; yet, 
it will not follow, that the virtue or efficacy 


of Jewith-facrifices, and of this ſacrifice of 


Chriſt, is of the ſame nature and kind; any 


more than it will follow, that the virtue or 


efficacy of circumciſion, or of cating the 


M 3 Lord's- 


y See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. XI. F. 190. 
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Lord's-ſupper, becauſe they agree in the 
ſame general tendency with ſacrifices, is of 
the ſame nature and kind with the virtue 
and efficacy of ſacrifices. If the Dr. would 
prove this point of his to purpoſe, he muſt 
bring his arguments from other topics, than 
that of the agreement of Jewiſh-ſacrifices, 
and of the ſacrifice of Chriſt; in ſuch a ge- 
neral tendency, virtue, or efficacy, as is not 
peculiar to them as ſacrifices, but belongs, in 
common, to all other inſtitutions of religion, 
as well as to them. bl 

$. 34. I acknowledge, that the ſacrifice 
of Chriſt made atonement for fins, and that 
the atonement, which it made for them, 
was extra-levitical. I acknowledge, like- 
wiſe, that the means, by which ſome ex- 
tra-levitical atonements were made, were 
acts of piety, ſuch as prayer, acts of righ- 
teouſneſs, the execution of juſtice upon of- 
fenders. But if any perſon ſhould infer 
from theſe conceſſions, that the mean, by 
which Chriſt made atonement for ſin, was 
of the ſame nature and kind with thoſe by 
which theſe other extra-levitical atonements 
were made for fin, v2. acts of piety, or 
the perfect obedience and goodneſs of his 
whole life ; and, conſequently, that his per- 
tect obedience and goodneſs were the ſacri- 
fice which he offered to God : I ſay, if any 
luch argument as this ſhould be grounded 


upon the conceſſions mentioned, the Dr. 
ſupplies 
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ſupplies us with a very proper and fatisfac- 
tory anſwer to it, vi. that extra-levitical 


atonements were ſuch as had no relation 


« to ſacrifices,” Wherefore, if atone- 
ment was made for ſins, by the perfect obe- 
dience and goodneſs of Chriſt, after the 
ſame manner as ſome other extra- levitical 
atonements were made for ſins, by acts of 
piety; and if theſe other extra- levitical 
atonements were made, not by ſacrifice, 
but by other means, which had no relation 
to ſacrifice ; then, it plainly follows, that 


the atonement, which Chriſt made for fins 


by his perfect obedience and goodneſs, was 
not made by ſacrifice, but by ſuch a mean, 
as had no relation to ſacrifice : conſequently, 
that his perfect obedience and goodneſs, by 
which he made this atonement, were no 

ſacrifice. $3 
To conclude ; if that idea of piacular ſa- 
crifice, which the Dr. exhibits in his defi- 
nitions of Jewiſh-ſacrifices, be a true and 
juſt one; that which he gives us of the ſa- 
crifice of Chriſt muſt be a wrong one. 
Either the one or the other of theſe ideas 
of ſacrifice muſt be a falſe one; for it is 
impoſſible that both of them ſhould be true 
ideas of things of the ſame kind and ſpecies, 
M 4 (ſuch 


See Scripture-doCtrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. V. $. 70. Alſo the firſt part of this my exami- 


nation of it, Chap. II. F. 33. 
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(ſuch as all piacular- ſacrifices are,) becaufe 
they are ideas of things of a different nature 
and kind. As fat as I can judge, both 
theſe ideas are wrong ideas of ſacrifice. I 
wiſh the Dy. had been pleaſed to give us a 
definition of piacular- ſacrifice, ſuch as had 
been equally applicable to Jewiſh piacular- 
facrifices, and to that of Chriſt. For the 
omiſſion of this leaves his reader in the 
dark, and his own whole doctrine about 
ſacrifices in diſorder and confuſion. But I 
go on to g 


c H A P. II. 


Containing an examination of the tendency 
which the ſacrifice of the perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of Feſus Chriſt, as it ſtands in 
Dr. Taylor's ſcheme, has to promote ſancti- 
fication, or to render men, who are corrupt 
and wicked, penttent and obedient. 


& 1. FH E next conſtituent part of the 
Dr's ſcheme of redemption, is, 

that the death of Chriſt (z. e. his perfect 
obedience and goodneſs) hath a ſtrong and 
natural tendency, as a moral mean, to pro- 
note our ſanctification, or to render men, 

who are corrupt and wicked, penitent and 
obedient. This principle he not only 
adopts, but beſtows much pains upon the 
proof of it“. . 


2 See Scripture-doQfine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. X. 8. 168—151. and Chap. XI. throughout, 


Chap. II. the Sacrifice of Chriſt examined. 169 
S. 2. In the foregoing chapter, it has 
been proved, that the death or ſacrifice of 


Chriſt was not his perfect obedience and 
goodneſs; and that all the ſcripture-evi- 


dence, , which the Dr. has produced to 


prove the contrary, is weak and inconclu- 
five. Wherefore, though the' Dr. really 
could prove, (as, indeed, he has done,) that 


the perfect obedience and goodneſs of Chriſt 
has a ſtrong and natural tendency to pramote 


our ſanctification; yet it would not follow, 


that the death or facrifice of Chriſt (which 


is a thing of a different nature) has any 
natural tendency to promote our ſanctifi- 
cation ; which is the point that he has 
to prove. And upon this I might reſt my 
whole anſwer to all that the Dr. has ſaid, 
in order to prove that the ſacrifice of the 


perfect obedience and goodneſs of Chriſt, 


as he 1s pleaſed to call it, has a ſtrong and 
natural tendency, as a moral mean, to pro- 
mote our ſanctification. But fince it may 
be uſeful and profitable, to penetrate to the 
very bottom of the Dr's ſcheme of redemp- 
tion, and to lay open the weakneſs of its 
foundation, I ſhall here beſtow a more pat- 
ticular examination upon this part of it. 

F. 3. I acknowledge, that the death or 
ſacrifice of Chriſt is often mentioned in the 
ſcriptures both as a perfect pattern of all 
piety and virtue, and as a moſt powerful 
motive to the practice of them; conſequent- 

| ly, 
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ly, as a mean of our ſanctification. This 
is abundantly clear from a good number of 
of theſe texts which the Dr. has quoted 
in the XI** chapter of his ſeripture- doctrine 
of atonement examined. And for this rea- 
ſon, the death or ſacrifice of Chriſt, as it 
ſtands in the true ſcripture- ſcheme of re- 
demption, muſt have a ſtrong and natural 
tendency to promote our ſanctification, and 
to render men, who are corrupt, and wick- 
ed, penitent and obedient. N 
F. 4. Bur as the beſt things may be per- 
verted, and made to ſubſerve bad purpoſes; 
ſo the death or ſacriſice of Chriſt, may be 
ſo placed and circumſtanced, in an unſcrip- 
tural ſcheme of redemption, that its tendency 
to our ſanctification ſhall not only be over- 
ruled, and ſet aſide, but a contrary tendency 
be given to it, whereby it ſhall become a moſt 
powerful motive and encouragement to the 
practice of ſin and wickedneſs, and a mean 
of corrupting mankind. Unſcriptural ſchemes 
of redemption of this bad tendency, have 
not only been ſet on foot, but become very 
popular. 'And whether the Dr's ſcheme 
is, Or is not, a ſcheme of this bad tenden- 
cy, is what I now propoſe to examine. 
F. 5, IN order to diſcover whether the 
death of Chriſt, as it ſtands in the Dr's 
ſcheme, has a natural tendency to reform 
mankind, or to corrupt them, we muſt take 
his notion of the death of Chriſt along with 
N us; 


FF 
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us; together with the other things with 
which he has connected it, in his ſcheme of 


redemption, as followeth; 


 Firſl. By the death or facrifice of Chriſt, 


the Dy. underſtands the perfect obedience 


and goodneſs of his whole life, here on 


cearth; as we have ſeen already. 


Secondly. He makes the death of Chriſt, 
or his perfect obedience and goodneſs, to 
be the reaſon of the remiſſion of ſins or a 
reaſon with God, for granting the remiſſion 
of them; of which we have had ſeveral 


hints already; and we ſhall fee more to the 


ſame purpoſe, in the next chapter. 

Thirdly. The remiſſion of ſins, for the 
grant of "which the Dr. makes the death of 
Chriſt, or his perfect obedience and good- 
neſs, a reaſon with God, is an abſolute and - 
full remiſſion of them, conſiſting in a full 
diſcharge from death and every penal evil. 
For he calls it, a full and eternal redemp- 
tion e; ſalvation in the moſt perfect kind, 
and higheſt degree ©; a general pardon *; an 
exemption from puniſhment, and a newand 
glorious ſtate of being in eternal life *; re- 
miſſion of fin, in a full diſcharge from death, 


and every penal evil, and the gift of eter- 
nal 


d See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. XI. S. 190. | 
c ibidem, Chap. VIII. S. 142. 
4 Ibidem, Chap. VII. I 12.3. 
© Ibidem, Chap. X. F. 160, 
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nal life. *. Hence it clearly appears, that 


the remiſſion of ſins, for the grant of which 


the Dr. makes the death, or the perfect 
obedience and goodneſs of Jeſus Chriſt, a 
reaſon with God, includes an abſolute and 
full diſcharge from all puniſhment, in con- 
nection with the gift of eternal life, or a 
glorious and happy ſtate in eternal life. 
Fourthly. The Dr. conſiders this abſolute 
and full remiſſion of fins as being obtain- 
able, upon repentance, at. any time, even 
in articulo mortis. This is evident from his 
ſaying, ** That a penitent ſinner (without 
any limitation of time, ) is in the fitteſt 
«ſtate to receive pardon; and that God is 
“ readily diſpoſed to forgive thoſe who truly 
<« repent, and turn from their evil ways *:” 
and from his affirming, that, in the goſpel, 
*« repentance 1s (univerſally, and without any 
limitation of time) made available not only 
<« to exempt from puniſhment, but to gain 
«© a new and glorious ſtate of being in eter- 
e nal life ;“ and from his making the ſacri- 
fice of Chriſt, or his perfect obedience and 
righteouſneſs, © the foundation of a gene- 
<« ral pardon, at all times, upon repent- 


j „ 
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Where- 


See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VII. S. 124. 

2 Ibidem, Chap. X. F. 165. 

Þ Ibidem, Chap. X. F. 166. 

\ Ibidem, Chap. VII. S. 123, 124. 
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Wherefore, putting all theſe particulars 
together, it appears, that the Dr. conſiders 
the ſacrifice of Chriſt, or his perfect obedi- 
ence and goodneſs, as being a reaſon with 
God, for granting to all ſinners an abſolute, 
fall, and entire pardon of all their fins, at 
what time ſoever they repent of them, whe- 
ther it be ſooner or later; and, conſequently, 
as furniſhing every finner with a previous 
hope and aſſurance, of ſuch a pardon of his 
fins, at what time ſoever he repents of them. 
This I take to be the true and only view in 


which the ſacrifice of Chriſt (or his perfect 


obedience and goodneſs) is placed by the 
Dr. in his ſcheme of redemption. And, I 
preſume, that I have not miſrepreſented his 
ſentiments, 

§. 6. Now the query, to be conſidered 
and diſcuſſed here, is, whether the death 
of Chriſt, or his perfect obedience and 
righteouſneſs, as thus furniſhing men, in 
their preſent ſtate of depravation, or moral 
corruption, with a previous hope and aſſur- 
ance of an abſolute and full pardon of all 


their fins, at what time ſoever they repent 


of them, whether 1t be ſooner or later, has 


a natural and ſtrong tendency to their ſanc- 


tification, or to render them penitent and 
Nee or, whether it has not rather a 
natural and ſtrong tendency to encourage 
and harden them in the practice of vice 
and diſobedience, and to corrupt them more 

| and 
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nal life. *. Hence it clearly appears, that 
the remiſſion of ſins, for the grant of which 
the Dr. makes the death, or the perfect 
_ obedience and goodneſs of Jeſus Chriſt, a 
reaſon with God, includes an abſolute and 
full diſcharge from all puniſhment, in con- 
nection with the gift of eternal life, or a 
glorious and happy ſtate in eternal life. | 
Fourthly. The Dr. conſiders this abſolute 
and full remiſſion of fins as being obtain- | 
able, upon repentance, at. any time, even 
in articulo mortis. This is evident from his 
ſaying, © That a penitent ſinner (without 
* any limitation of time, ) is in the fitteſt 
<« ſtate to receive pardon ; and that God is 
0 readily diſpoſed to forgive thoſe who truly 
<« repent, and turn from their evil ways *:” 
and from his affirming, that, in the goſpel, 
<< repentance is (univerſally, and without any 
* limitation of time) made available not only 
eto exempt from puniſhment, but to gain 
a new and glorious ſtate of being in eter- 
e nal life*;” and from his making the ſacri- 
fice of Chriſt, or his perfect obedience and 
righteouſneſs, © the foundation of a gene- 
ral pardon, at all times, upon repent- 
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f See Scripture-doCtrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VII. S. 124. 

2 Ibidem, Chap. X. &. 165. 

Þ Ibidem, Chap. X. F. 166. 

Ibidem, Chap. VII. S. 123, 124. 
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Wherefore, putting all theſe particulars 


together, it appears, that the Dy. conſiders 


the ſacrifice of Chriſt, or his perfect obedi- 
ence: and goodneſs, as being a reaſon with 
God, for granting to all ſinners an abſolute, 
fall, and entire pardon of all their fins, at 
what time ſoever they repent of them, whe- 


ther it be ſooner or later; and, conſequently, 


as furniſhing every finner with a previous 
hope and aſſurance, of ſuch a pardon of his 
fins, at what time ſoever he repents of them. 
This I take to be the true and only view in 


which the ſacrifice of Chriſt (or his perfect 


obedience and goodneſs) is placed by the 


Dr. in his ſcheme of redemption. And, I 


preſume, that I have not miſrepreſented his 
ſentiments, | 

§. 6. Now the query, to be conſidered 
and diſcuſſed here, is, whether the death 
of Chriſt, or his perfect obedience and 
righteouſneſs, as thus furniſhing men, in 
their preſent ſtate of depravation, or moral 
corruption, with a previous hope and aſſur- 
ance of an abſolute and full pardon of all 


their fins, at what time ſoever they repent 


of them, whether it be ſooner or later, has 
a natural and ſtrong tendency to their ſanc- 


tification, or to render them penitent and 


obedient; or, whether it has not rather a 
natural and ſtrong tendency to encourage 
and harden them in the practice of vice 
and diſobe dience, and to rrupt them more 


and 
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and more? And here, I heſitate not one 
moment to pronounce, that the death or ſa- 
crifice of Chriſt (even ſuppoſing it was his 
perfect obedience and goodneſs) would, in 
the circumſtances mentioned, have the lat- 
ter, and not the former tendency. 

$. 7. Wx dont't find, that any previous 
hope or aſſurance of pardon, much leſs of 
a full and entire pardon, was afforded to 
our firſt parents in their ſtate of innocency. 
And why was this with-held from them ? 
for no reaſon, that we can form any con- 
ception of, but only this, becauſe the grant 
f it would have been an encouragement to 
fin and diſobedience, and the mean of ſe- 
ducing them from their innocency. When 
the piety and virtue, even of an innocent 
creature, are brought upon trial, by appe- 
tites and paſſions ſtrongly and unduly raiſed 
by any objects, a previous hope or aſſurance 
of a full pardon upon repentance, at any 
time performed, muſt greatly leflen, and 
even quite remove, his . apprehenſion of 
danger, and fear of puniſhment ; and make 
him think, without thinking much amiſs, 
that he may indulge and gratify his head- 
ſtrong appetites and paſſions for the preſent, 

and yet ſecure himſelf againſt all future 
puniſhment by a ſubſequent repentance. 
And this removal of the fear of puniſhment, 
by the hope of impunity, muſt, in the very 
nature of the thing, weaken his piety and 
virtue, 
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virtue, and conſtitute ſuch a ſtrong motive 
and encouragement to acts of diſobedience, 
as can ſcarce fail to ſeduce him from his 
innocency. This is the effect which a pre- 
vious hope and aſſurance of full and abſolute 
pardon, upon repentance, would naturally 
have upon the moral temper and behaviour 
even of an innocent creature. Inſtead of 
having any tendency to ſecure his piety and 
obedience; it would have a direct and na- 
tural tendency to corrupt his mind, and to 
render him wicked and diſobedient: for, 
as an elegant writer, very well acquainted 
with human nature, obſerves, Give a 
* man power of doing what he pleaſes with 
« jmpunity, you extinguiſh his fear; and, 
<« conſequently, over-turn in him one of 
<< the great pillars of morality *. __ 

FS. 8. A previous hope and aſſurance of 
full and abſolute pardon, upon repentance 
at any time performed, muſt have a ſtill 


worſe influence upon the moral temper and 


behaviour of men who are, before hand, 


_ corrupted with a love of {in and vice. This 


is what may naturally be expected from the 
prevailing bent and biaſs of a corrupt mind, 


the undue ſtrength of its appetites and paſ- 


ſions, and the vicious diſpoſitions and habits 
which it has acquired, and by which it is 
rendered extremely ſuſceptible of, and pre- 

pared 
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pared to yield to all theſe impreſſions which 
are made upon it, by the ſeveral incitements 
to vice and diſobedience. This natural 
tendency which the proſpect of full pardon, 
upon repentance, at any time performed, has 
to corrupt- the minds and morals of man- 
kind, is acknowledged by the Dr. himſelf, 
who ſays, © Eaſy, indiſcreet pardons may 
* give encouragement to tranſgreſſion; and 
< forgiveneſs, lightly obtained, may give 
« a light opinion of wickedneſs, not only 
© to the offender himſelf, but to all his fel- 
© Jow-ſubjects.” For which reaſon, he 
tells us, © that the Deity ought to guard, 
8 qualify, and circumſtance his pardons in 
* in ſuch manner, as not to propagate, but, 


*© if poſſible, to extirpate a ſpirit of diſor- 


* order and rebellion ;—and that pardon 
* cannot be wiſely and reaſonably dilpenſed 
* in any other way; how merciful ſoever 
ce the governour be, or how penitent fo- 
ce ever the criminal,” And what the Dr. 
thus acknowledges, and reaſon and com- 


mon-ſenſe dictate, experience and obſerva- 


tion confirm. What is it that is ſeen, in the 
way of common obſervation, or that is felt 
in the Experience of all individuals, to be 
the main, conſtant, and mexhauſtible foun- 
tain of fi and diſobedience? Is it not the 

proſpect 


| See Scripture-doQtrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. S. 165. 
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proſpect and hope of abſolute and full par- 
don, upon repentance, at any time per- 
formed? Is it not this, which, from time 
to time, encourages the wicked to perſevere 
in a courſe of diſobedience and itnpenitency, 
and even, in a manner irremediable, hat- 
dens them in it? And is it not the pernieious 
influence of the ſame hope, that ſo fre- 
quently enervates the good purpoſes and re- 
ſolutions even of the penitent and righteous, 
and ſeduces them into the practice of known 
fin? In a word, is it not this hope of an ab- 
folute and full pardon, raifed and kept up 
in the minds of people by the docttines and 
ſyſtems of men, that is the general encou- 
ragement to all manner of vice, and the 
main ſource of that univerſal corruption of 
manners which has fpread itfelf among 
mankind? moſt certainly it is. And, I am 
afraid, that the evil effects of this dangerous 
and enſnaring hope will never be removed, 
till the dictates of right reaſon, and the doc- 
trines of revelation, in relation to the par- 
don of the penitent, are more thoroughly 
ſearched ont, better underſtood, and exhi- 
| bited in a light different from that in which 
they are commonly and uſually placed 
at preſent; ſuch a light as may convince 
men, that they can neither remain, for any 
time, in acourſe of wilful diſobedience and 
 Impenitency, nor commit any one wilful 


fin, without rendering their ſtate ſo much 
| 3 the 
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the worſe, in proportion, by ſo doing ; and 
that, in a manner not remediable by repen- 
tance, nor by any other means. 

$. 9. Bor the Dr. thinks, that theſe ill 
effects upon the moral temper and behaviour 
of men, which would, otherwiſe, naturally 
ariſe from a previous hope or aſſurance of 
abſolute and full pardon, upon repentance, 
at any time performed, are duly and properly 
guarded againſt by the ſacrifice of Chriſt, 


or the perfect obedience and goodneſs of his 


whole life; and that, becauſe this ſacrifice, 
as it is a reaſon with God for granting full 
and abſolute pardon to the ſinner, at what 
time ſoever he repents, ** ſo it has a natural 
« and ſtrong tendency, as a moral mean, to 
render men, who are corrupt and wicked, 
e penitent and obedient v. But in this, I 
think, the Dr. is miſtaken : for the ſacrifice, 
or perfect obedience and goodneſs of Chriſt, 
(whatever tendency it may have to render 
men penitent and obedient, when placed in 
a different view, yet) in the view in which 
it is placed in his ſcheme, that is, as being 
a reaſon with God to grant unto ſinners a full 
and abſolute pardon of their fins, at what 
time ſoever they repent of them; and even 

to furniſh them with the hope of ſuch a 


pardon, not only before they have repented 
of 


m See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 


Ons §. 168—171, 
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of their fins, but before they have com- 
mitted them; I ſay, the perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of Chriſt, conſidered in this 
view, muſt have a natural and ſtrong ten- 


' dency to harden men in fin, and to corrupt = 


them more and more,. as removing all fear 
of puniſhment at the very time they are 
committing ſin, or reſolving to commit it. 
More particularly. ets. , 

$. 10. Firf, Tur perfect obedience and 
goodneſs of Chriſt, as ſupplying all men, 
both penitent and impenitent, even at the 
very time they are offending, with the hope 
not only of a diſcharge from the puniſhment 
of the impenitent, bat of a full and abſo- 
lute pardon, upon repentance, at any time 

rformed, muſt have a very ill effect upon 
the morals of mankind. It muſt have a 
natural and ſtrong tendency not only to re- 
move all apprehenſion of danger, and fear 
of puniſhment, at the very time they are 
offending ; but even to raiſe in them the 
hope of being able to enjoy all the pleaſures 


and emoluments of wickedneſs for the pre- 


ſent, and to ward off all puniſhment by 
repentance, to be performed, ſome time or 
other, afterwards. And when the fear of 
all puriſhment is thus removed, and the 
hope of abſolute impunity ſupplied; what 
poſſibly can there remain, that can be deem- 
ed ſufficient, to deter men, corrupt and 
wicked, from any ſin or act of diſobedi- 

N 2 ence? 
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ence? the perfect obedience and goodneſs 
of Chriſt, conſidered as being a reaſon with 
God for granting full and abſolute pardon, 
upon repentance, performed at any time of 
life, can have no influence this way, but 
muſt have a contrary tendency; becauſe, by 
enabling men to enjoy the pleaſures and 
emoluments of a vicious life for the preſent, 
with the hope of full pardon and impunity, 
to be ſecured, ſooner or later, by repentance; 
it muſt prove a direct and great encourage 
ment to the practice of ſin, and a mean of 
rendering men eaſy and ſecure in the com- 
miſſion of it. 

§. 11. Secondly. Tur perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of Chriſt, confidered as being 
a reaſon with God, additional to the motive 
which ariſes from the innate goodneſs and 
mercy of his own nature, for granting a 
full and abſolute pardon, upon repentance, 
performed at any time of life, muſt have a 
{till worſe influence upon the morals of 
wicked and corrupt men. For, confidered 
in this view, they have no tendency, but 
only to heighten and ftrentghen ſuch a hope 
of entire impunity, upon a late repentance, 
as muſt remove all fear of puniſhment for 


the preſent, and be an encouragement to 


the practice of vice and wickedneſs. 

F. 12. From theſe conſiderations, 'tis 

evident, I think, that the perfe& obedience 

and goodneſs of Jeſus Chriſt, as they ſtand, 
and 
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and are circumſtanced, in the Dr's ſcheme 


of redemption, inſtead of having any real 


tendency to render men, that are corrupt and 


wicked, penitent and obedient ; have a ſtrong 


and natural tendency to encourage and 


| Harden them in the practice of ſin, and to 


render them more and more corrupt. 

F. 13. Bur the Dy. is ſtill of opinion, 
that the ſacrifice” of the perfect obedience 
of Chriſt, as he is pleaſed to call it, has a 
natural and ſtrong tendency, in ſeveral re- 
ſpects, to render men, who are corrupt and 
wicked, penitent and obedient; particularly, 
as being performed by a perſon dear to God, 
and of the higheſt dignity; as being a moſt 
aſtoniſhing inſtance of the great love of 
God, and of his beloved ſon, to mankind ; 
and withal, as being, in itſelf, a perfect and 
admirable pattern of piety and goodnels, 
an exhihition of the vaſt worth and impor- 


tance of them; and carried to the higheſt 


pitch of perfection, through a courſe of 
deep humiliation, trials of all ſorts, the 
moſt painful and ignominious ſufferings, all 
iſſuing, at laſt, in a voluntary ſubmiſſion 
to the ſhameful and violent death of the 
croſs, for the good of mankind ". | 
$. 14. Now, that the perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of Jeſus Chriſt, as they ſtand 
| N 3 in 

P | 


n See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 


Chap. X. §. 169, 170. 
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in the true Goſpel- ſcheme of redemption, 
have, in all the reſpects here mentioned, a 
natural teadency to render ſinners penitent 
and obedient, is what the ſcriptures of the 
New-Teſtament expreſsly affirm; and, 
therefore, there can be no ground for any 
doubt or diſpute about the truth of it among 
chriſtians. But whether the perfect obedi- 
ence and goodneſs of Jeſus Chriſt, as they 
ſtand in the Dr's ſcheme of redemption, 
that is, as they are a ſacrifice, which is a 
reaſon with God, for granting to ſinful men 
the hope and aſſurance of full and abſolute 
ardon, at what time ſoever they repent of 
their ſins, whether it be ſooner or later,) 


have any tendency, either in theſe, or in 


any other reſpects, to render finful men 
penitent and obedient, is the query at pre- 
ſent. I think, they have no tendency this 
way; becauſe, in the circumſtances men- 
tioned, their influence upon the reformation 
of the hearts and lives of ſinners muſt al- 
ways be defeated, over- ruled, and deſtroyed, 
by the hope they afford them, at the very 
time they are offending, of abſolute impu- 
nity, upon repentance, though ever ſo late; 
which hope muſt always ſupply a corrupt 
mind with encouragement to go on in the 
practice of fin, and to defer his repentance 
till ſuch time as he becomes ſenſible that his 
diſſolution is at hand, and that the oppor- 
tunity 
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tunity for repentance may be forever loſt, 
if it be not preſently laid hold on. 

F. 15. AG Alx, if the procurement of a 
full and abſolute pardon, to be granted unto 
ſinners, at what time ſoever they repent of 
their ſins, whether it be ſooner or later, was 
God's real deſign in giving his dear ſon to 
perform a perfect obedience to him, in a 
ſtate of great humiliation, and through a 
courſe of the greateſt trials and ſufferings; 
and if the procurement of that pardon, was, 
likewiſe the intention of his well- beloved 
ſon, in condeſcending to perform that per- 


fect obedience, in the ſtate and circum- 


ſtances mentioned ; then it 1s very evident, 
that the conſideration of the great love of 
God and of Chriſt, and of the dignity of 
the perſon of the latter, muſt, in this affair, 
prove a very natural and efficacious mean, 
to remove from the minds of ſinners, at the 
very time they are offending, or about to 
offend, all fear of danger and puniſhment 
and to ſtrengthen their expectation of abſo- 
lute impunity ; for it furniſhes them with 
ground to hope that the former may be 
wholly avoided, and the latter effectually 
ſecured, by a ſubſequent repentance, at 
any time performed. This hope, thus 


raiſed, muſt, of neceſſity, ſupply ſinners 


with reaſon to think, that preſent ſinning is 
very conſiſtent with future ſafety and hap- 


pineſs ; and that it will always be conſiſtent 
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with them, as long as there is any time left 


for repentance : And about this laſt, they 
will have no fear, while their bodies remain 
in health and vigour, and death appears to 
be at a diftance ; conſequently, it muſt, all 
that while, conduce to fix in them a light 
opinion of the malignity and danger of fin, 
and of God's abhorrence of it; and to ren- 
der them eaſy and undiſturbed in the very 
commiſſion of it. Thus it appears, that 
the love of God and of Chriſt, and the 
dignity of the perſon of the latter, conſi- 
dered in relation to the end to which they 
are made ſubſervient in the Dr's ſcheme of 
redemption, have a real tendency, not to 
render ſinners penitent and obedient, but to 
encourage and harden them' in a wicked 
courſe of life, and to corrupt them more 


and more, at leaſt, as long as they enjoy 


health of body, and are not apprehenſive of 
the near approach of death. | 
$. 16. 11s true, the life of Jeſus exhi- 
bits a moſt conſummate pattern of piety 
and goodneſs, and a view of the vaſt worth 
and importance of them. It gives us ſuch 
a full, fair, and amiable view of theſe, as 
cannot but greatly affect, move, and influ- 
ence all uncorrupted and ingenuous minds; 
yea, corrupted minds, in ſome meaſure, if 
It is but placed in a due light,, and has not 
its influence obſtructed by interpoſing ob- 
jects, and improper circumſtances, But 
| if 
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if this very pattern of piety and goodneſs, 
and exhibition of the vaſt worth and im- 
portance of them, are to be conſidered, by 
men of corrupt and wicked minds, as a 
reaſon with God for granting to them a full 
and abſolute pardon of their fins, at what 


time ſoever they repent of them, whether 


it be ſooner or later ; I cannot ſee, that they 
can have any influence at all, to render 
them penitent and obedient, before they 
are alarmed with the fear of the near ap- 
proach of death. The minds of corrupt 
men are blind to the beauty and importance, 
of piety and goodneſs; yea, have a real 
averſion and difreliſh towards them; and 
are carried, by ſtrong, predominant affec- 
tions and paſſions, after contrary objects. 
The more perfect any pattern of this kind 


is in itſelf, the more diſguſtful is it to them: 


and if it ſhould be ſet by a being of ſupe- 
riour mental perfection and ability, this 
would only diſcourage them from eſſaying 
to copy it over in their behaviour, as think- 
ing it much too perfect for being imitated 
by creatures ſo weak, and ſo much inferior, 
as they are. In a word, ſuch corrupt crea- 
tures could not enter upon the imitation of 
ſuch a perfect pattern of piety and goodneſs 
without great difficulty, and offering vio- 
lence to their moſt prevailing appetites and 


paſſions: nor, indeed, could they have any 


ſufficient reaſon, or motive, to determine 
them 
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them to engage preſently, and while health 
remains, in ſuch a troubleſome and difficult 
affair, provided this very piety and goodneſs, 
of which they have a perfect pattern exhi- 
bited in the life of Jeſus, be a reaſon with 


God for granting to them a full and abſolute 


pardon of their fins, at what time ſoever 
they repent of them, even though they 
ſhould not repent before the laſt and cloſing 
ſcene of life. Under ſuch an apprehenſion 
- as this, they muſt think it both wiſe-and 
ſafe, to perſevere, for the preſent, in that 
courſe of life which is agreeable to their cor- 
rupt appetites and depraved inclinations ; fince 
all the danger, thence ariſing, may be fully 
and effectually prevented by a late or death- 
bed repentance. I cannot, therefore, ee, 
what influence the life of Chriſt, conſidered 
as a pattern of perfect piety and goodneſs, 
and as an exhibition of the vaſt worth and 
importance of them, can have upon the re- 
formation of ſinners, provided it be a reaſon 
with God for granting to them a full and 
abſolute pardon of their fins, at what time 
ſoever they repent of them: but on the con- 
trary, I think there is abundant reaſon to 
apprehend, that it would have a different 
effect upon them. 
F. 17. Upox the whole, we may con- 
clude, that the ſacrifice of Chriſt, in the 
Dr's ſenſe of it, and as it is circumſtanced 
| in 


ETD CEE TREE » ²˙ e wa Mr. mw ww . FF FF Fo \' A429 WH Oa4a3z tw bs A 


1 \ ad. r 


* * = _— 


V = ww HT "09 ww ww Wy 0 Wy WO WW T3+ > 6 a. & 


— 


Chap. II. the Sacrifice of Cbriſt examined. 187 


in his ſcheme, has no tendency, in any re- 
ſpe, to render ſinners penitent and obedi- 
ent; but a very direct and, ſtrong one to cor- 
rupt their morals, and to render them eaſy. 
and ſecure in the practice of ſin and diſobe- 
dience, as long, atleaſt, as they enjoy health, 

and: have any proſpect of the continuance of 
life; which 1 think, is an evident demon- 
tration, of the abſurdity and falſehood of 
his notions of the nature and efficacy of the 
ſacrifice of Chriſt. In the ſcriptures, in- 
deed, a reforming influence upon the moral 
temper and behaviour of men, is frequently 
aſcribed to the ſacrifice of Chriſt. And there 
is no doubt, but it has ſuch a reforming influ- 
ence; and that it will be ſeen to <a it, 
as ſoon as it 1s rightly underſtood. But 
the Dr's notions of this ſacrifice, as we 
have ſeen, not only deſtroy its influence this 
way, but give it a contrary one; and, for 
that reaſon, are unſcriptural; and are no 
better (though the Dr. thinks otherwiſe) 
than thoſe other notions of it, of the like bad 


tendency, which have been adopted by 


others. 

$. 18. BEroxE I conclude this part of 
my work, I muſt caution my reader, to un- 
derſtand what I have faid, concerning the 


ill tendency of the Dr's notions about the 


efficacy and effect of the ſacrifice of Chriſt, 
as a T which I charge upon his 
doctrine 
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doctrine only, and not upon himſelf, as a 
thing which he either ſaw, or did admit of. 
J have ſuch an high opinion of the Dr's 
good ſenſe, and of his ſincere and hearty 
concern for the intereſts of piety and virtue, 


and the credit and honour of revealed reli- 


gion, that I am perſuaded, had he ſeen that 
this ill tendency of the ſacrifice of Chriſt was 
a real conſequence of any principle, or prin- 


ciples, adopted by him, he would have re- 


nounced theſe principles directly, on account 
of their bad tendency. And as to his not 
ſeeing the ill tendency of his doctrine con- 
cerning redemption by the ſacrifice of Chriſt, 
the Dr. is only in the ſame ſtate of blind- 
neſs with moſt other modern divines, whoſe 
ſchemes of redemption are, in one reſpect 


or other, chargeable with the ſame ill ten- 


dency. And, therefore, his caſe, becauſe 


it is a common one, is not much to be 


wondered at. Humanum eft errare. Thus 
much I judged neceſſary to be ſaid here, 
in vindication of the Dr's reputation, ho- 
nour, and good intention. Lnow go on to 
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CHAP. u.. 


Containing an examination of Dr. Taylor: s 
notion of the effet# which the ſacrifice 'of 
Chriſt had withGod, as being a reaſon with 


„ for granting the remiſſion of fins fo 
Inners upen ger er 


6. 1. Taylor frequently intimates, that 

the facrifice of Chriſt had its effect 
with God as ſupplying him with a reaſon for 
granting the remiſſion of ſins, or as being a 


reaſon of his forgiving them. His words are, 


** The ſhedding of his (7. e. Chriſt's) blood 
had its effect with God, as it ſupplied ſuch 
ce a reaſon for the forgiveneſs of fins, as the 
« wiſdom of God, our Saviour, thought 
ce moſt proper and expedient, and without 
* which he did not think it proper or ex- 
* pedient to forgive them. The facri- 


« fice of Chriſt was a rend with the go- 


« vernour of the world, for granting the 
* remiſſion of fins *;”” —© The tranſgreſſions 
« and fins, which the Jews committed, 
(under the law of Moſes,) could be re- 
% deemed by the blood of Chriſt no other- 
«© wiſe, than as his blood was a reaſon with 

' NC. © 


a See Scripture- doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VIII. S. 147. 
» Ibidem, F. 149. 
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* God, for remitting theſe tranſgreſſions, 
« by releaſing them'from the penalty of the 


« law, which is death eternal.“ We 


© are reconciled to God by the death of 
* his ſon, as his death was a reaſon of God's 
t remitting the ſins of the gentile world, 
„ which were paſt . And he - ſays, that 
the death or ſacrifice of Chriſt, becauſe it is 
a moral mean of our ſanctification, and has 
a natural tendency to render ſinners penitent 
and obedient, is the propereſt and nobleſt 
« reaſon with God, for granting the remiſ- 
0 fion of ſins; “ the ground and reaſon 
© of the remiſſion of our ſinsf;”” a reaſon 
« with God for the forgiveneſs of fins a; Ho 
ea reafon of God's forgiving our fins *. 
$. 2. As the Dr. makes, what he calls 
the ſacrifice of the perfect obedience and 
goodneſs of Chriſt, to be a reaſon with God 
for granting the remiſſion of ſins, becauſe 
it has a natural tendency, as a moral mean, 
to render ſinners penitent and obedient; and, 
as I have ſnewn in the foregoing chapter, 
that this facrifice, as it ſtands, and is cir- 
cumſtanced, in the Dr's ſcheme, has not 


this, 


e See Scripture-doctrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. VIII. FS. 150. 
5. 151. 
* Ibidem, Chap. X. F. 171. 
* Ibidem, Chap. XI. F. 184. 
: Ibidem, F. 185. | 
d Ibidem, F. 187. See alſo Chap. X. $. 168—171. 
And Chap. XI. $. 184—191. , 
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this, but a contrary tendency ; it follows, 


that the ſacrifice of the perfect obedience 
and goodneſs of Chriſt cannot, for the rea- 


ſon aſſigned by the Dr. be any reaſon with 
God, for granting the remiſſion of ſins. 
And with this concluſion J might here ter- 
minate the examination of this point, But 
that I may leave nothing undone, that may 
ſerve to ſhew the abſurdity and falſhood 

of this principle, I ſhall examine it by 


itſelf, and abſtracted from the connection 
which it has with the other part of the Dr's 


ſcheme. 

F. 3. Hap che Dr. in the n paſſages, 
which I have quoted from his book, inſerted 
the word mean, or medium, in place of the 
word reaſon, I ſhould have had nothing to ob- 


ject here: for had he done ſo, he would have 


ſpoken conformably to the language and 


ſenſe of the ſcriptures, which very often 
ſpeak of our redemption, and the remiſſion 


of ſins, as being (ey, or Si with a genitive 
caſe following it) in, by, or through the death, 
blood, croſs, or ſacrifice of Chriſt, as a mean 
of conveyance; but never once mention them, 
as being for, or, on account of, that ſacrifice, as 
a reaſon for the grant or conveyance of theſe 
bleſſings: and many of the texts of ſcrip- 
ture, which he has quoted in ſeveral places 


of his book, would have effectually ſup- 
5 ported this dodrine, But the Dr. in afſign- 


ing the facrifice of Chriſt as a reaſon of 
God's 
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God's remitting fins, or as a motive by 
which he is determined to grant this favour 
to ſinful men, has, I think, departed both 
from ſcripture-doctrine, and from common 
ſenſe. What the Dr. has advanced from 

the ſcriptures in ſupport of this doctrine, I 
have already examined, and ſhewn to be 
weak and inconcluſive '*, The only thing, 
therefore, which remains to be conſidered, 
is, its confiſtency, or inconſiſtency, with 
reaſon and common ſenſe. 

F. 4. ALL the reaſons which chher are, 
or can be, aſſigned for any voluntary action 
of an intelligent mind, are one or other of 
the three following; either (1.) The prima- 
ry motive by which he is excited and deter- 
mined to do the action; which is always 
ſome affection or inclination of nature. Or 
(2.) The end which the agent propoſes to 
ſubſerve of promote by the action; which is 
N called the final cauſe of the ac- 
tion. Or (3.) The fitneſs and rectitude of 
the action. 2 Thus we ſay, that a man per- 


formed ſuch an action, becauſe he was ex- 


cited or moved to do it by this or that affec- 
tion; or becanſe he propoſed to gain this or 


that end by the action; or becauſe he judged 


the action to be right and reaſonable.— Beſides 
theſe three reaſons, I know none that can be 
aſſigned for any moral action, of an intelligent 
mind. If the Dr. knows of any other reaſon 
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of action, I hope that he will be pleaſed to 
rectiſy my miſtake, _ „ 
§. 5. Ir, therefore, it be clearly proved, 


that the ſacrifice of Chriſt neither is, nor can 


be, a reaſon of any of theſe three kinds with 
God, for granting the remiſſion of ſins; 
then it will follow, that it neither is, nor 
can be, a reaſon of any kind with him, for 
granting this bleſſing to ſinners. This, 
therefore, I ſhall here endeavour to prove in 
a clear and ſatisfactory manner. And 
§. 6. Fir/t. Tre ſacrifice of Chriſt can- 
not, as a primary motive, be a reaſon with 
God, for granting the remiſſion of ſins; be- 


cauſe the primary motive to every voluntary 
action, is ſome affection or inclination of na- 


ture. That ſome affection or inclination of na- 
ture, is the primary motive to every voluntary 
action, is what every man feels in his own 
experience. And that this is the primary 
motive by which the deity was, and is, de- 
termined to grant the remiſſion of ſins, the 
ſcriptures every where declare. This is what 
the Dr. himſelf acknowledgeth in the fol- 
lowing words, © The deſign of it (i. e. of 
ce the ſacrifice of Chriſt) could not be to 
* make God merciful, or to diſpoſe him to 
* ſpare and pardon us, when, as ſome ſup- 
© poſe, ſo great was his wrath, that had not 
*« Chriſt interpoſed, he would have deſtroyed 
e us. This is directly contrary to the moſt 
plain and certain notions of the divine 

O good- 
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% goodneſs, and to the whole current of 
<« revelation; which always aſſures us, that 
« the pure love of God to a ſinful world 
*« was the firſt mover and original ſpring of 
«© the whole of our redemption by Chriſt, 
« John iii. 17. All that Chriſt did, —was by 
ce the will and appointment of God, and 
* was conducive to our redemption only in 
e virtue of his will and appointment, Heb, 
« x. 7. John v. 30.—vi. 27. 38.“ 


8 7. Secondly. Tux ſacrifice of Chriſt 


cannot be the final cauſe of the action of the 


deity in granting the remiſſion of ſins ; nor, 
conſequently, a reaſon with God, as. ſuch, 
for granting that favour to ſinful men. If 
we ſhould ſuppoſe, that the ſacrifice of 
Chriſt was the final cauſe of the grant of 
the remiſſion of fins, or the end which God 
propoſed to himſelf by this grant, and, as 
ſuch, the reaſon of his granting the remiſſion 
of fins; the very ſuppoſition would ſupply 


us with ſuch an abſurd and horrid notion of 


deity, as I chuſe not to mention.—Beſides, 
it would make the remiſſion of ſins not to 
be the effect of Chriſt's death; but Chriſt's 
death to be the effect of the remiſſion of 

ſins; which is contrary to common ſenſe, 
the whole current of ſcripture, and to the 


Dr's own better doctrine. It therefore, re- 


mains 


9. 8. 


* See Seripture- doctrine of Atonement examine d- 


Chap. IX. F. 154. 
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F. 8. Thirdly, TaarT the facrifice of 
Chriſt, if it is a reaſon with God, for grant- 
ing the remiſſion of fins, it muſt be a reaſon 
with him for making that grant, becauſe it 
did conſtitute, or was included in, the rec- 
titude of the action of remitting fins. But 
the ſacrifice of Chriſt did neither conſtitute, 
nor belong to, the rectitude of the Deity's 
action in remitting fins: and, therefore, 
could not be a reaſon with God, as being 
included in it, or belonging to it, for the 
performance of that action: which I thus 
prove. The rectitude of a moral action 
conſiſts in three things, vi. In the rectitude 
(I.) Of its primary motive; (2.) Of its end; 
and (3. ) Of its fitneſs to promote that end. 
Beſides the rectitude of theſe three, I can 
conceive of nothing that is included in the 
rectitude of any moral action. For if ſuch 
an action proceeds from a right motive, and 
be directed to a right end, and has a proper 
tendency and due fitneſs to promote that end, 
it is, in all reſpects, a right action, and there 
is nothing wanting to its rectitude. But now 
it ſeems to me, to be plain and evident, that 
the action of the deity in remitting ſins, has 
no dependence at all on the ſacrifice of Chriſt, 
for the rectitude either of its primary mo- 
tive, or of its end, or of its tendency and 
fitneſs to promote that end: for, if it had, 
it would follow, that in the performance of 


this action, God could not act upon a right 
9 motive, 
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motive, nor aim at a right end, nor direct 
the action to ſuch an end in a right and pro- 
per manner, but for the ſacrifice of Chriſt : 

and yet it would, I think, be very abſurd 
to think, that the deity has not a capacity for 


doing all and each of theſe things, without 


any aſſiſtance from the ſacrifice of Chriſt, 
or from any other external conſideration 
whatever, To ſuppoſe that he has not ſuch 
a capacity, would ſupply us with very un- 
worthy notions of his power, wiſdom, and 
goodneſs, More particularly, 


§. 9. Tux rectitude both of theſe affec- 


tions or natural inclinations, which are the 
primary motives to the actions of the deity, 
and of theſe ends which he propoſes to him- 
ſelf when he doth act, depends entirely on 
the eſſential perfection of his own mind ; 
which is ſuch, that he has, at all times, and 
in all caſes, a perfect, comprehenſive, and 
clear view of the good and evil of all objects 
and actions, and of the ſeveral degrees of 
2 and evil in them; ; and is duly affected 
by theſe his. perceptions of good and evil, 
and of the ſeveral degrees of them; fo that 


he can, at no time, nor in any caſe, affect 


or purſue that which is evil, or not affect and 

urſue that which is good; or deteſt that 
which is evil, or affect that which is good, but 
in proportion to the degree of good or evil which 
he ſees in it: or, which, in this caſe, is the 
ſame thing, in proportion to the real degree 


of 
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of good or evil in it, Wherefore, ſince the 
rectitude of the motives. upon which God 
acts, and of the ends which he propoſes to 
himſelf when he doth act, is thus, at all 
times, and in all caſes, the neceſſary and 
unavoidable reſult of the eſſential perfection 
of his own mind; tis plain, that the recti- 
tude of theſe neither is, nor can be, conſti- 
tuted by any thing that is uneſſential to his 
own all- perfect mind. 

FS. 10. AGAIN, as to the tendencies of ac- 
tions; theſe are fixed and immutable things, 
and reſult, in ſuch a neceſſary and unavoid- 
able manner, from the very eſſences of ac- 
tions and things, that they cannot be ſepa- 
rated from them, nor be any way changed, 
by any means, or power whatſoever, ſo as 
to become other than they are. The recti- 
tude, therefore, of the tendency and fitneſs 
of actions, in relation to the particular ends 
which are propoſed to be ſubſerved by them, 
doth not depend on the changing or mend- 
ing the tendencys of the actions; but on a 
right choice of ſuch actions as have a proper 
tendency and due fitneſs to promote the end, 
or ends, propoſed to be ſubſerved by them, 
And, for this reaſon, the rectitude of the 
tendency and fitneſs of the actions of the 
deity, in relation to the ends propoſed to be 
fubſerved by them, muſt depend on his mak- 
ing a right choice of ſuch actions as have a 


proper tendency and due fitneſs to promote 
| O 3 the 


; 
| 
| 
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the ſaid ends; and, conſequently, on a due 


uſe of his all-pertect underſtanding, and not 


on any thing that is uneſſential to his own 
nature, ſuch as the ſacrifice of Chriſt is. 
&. 11, Ueox the whole, then, it appears, 


| that the rectitude of the action of the deity 


in remitting ſins, 1s, in every ſupppoſeable 
reſpect, independent on the ſacrifice of Jeſus 
Chriſt : conſequently, that this ſacrifice as 
conſtituting the rectitude of that action, or 
making it a right action, neither is, nor can 
be, any reaſon with God, for the perform 
ance of it. 

$. 12. OBJecrT. If it ſhould be objected 
here, that the grant of the remiſſion of ſins 
to offenders, at what time ſoever they repent 
of them, would be an encouragement to ſin 
and diſobedience, unleſs this grant was qua- 
lified, and the ill conſequences of it guarded 
againſt, by the intervention of the ſacrifice 
of Chriſt: And, therefore, the grant of 
this, without the intervention of the ſacrifice 
of Chriſt, would have been a wrong action: 
conſequently, it is by the facrifice of Chriſt, 
that it is made a right action. This ſeems 
to have been the Dr's way of thinking and 
reaſoning. And therefore, I have here ex- 
hibited it, in order to anſwer it. 

1 Ans w. (I.) If, by the remiſſion 
of fins, we underſtand, not a full and abſo- 

| lute 


1 See Scripture-dodtrine of Atonement examined, 
Chap. X. $. 164—171 
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lute remiſſion, not a remiſſion of that pe- 
nalty which is due even to penitents them- 
ſelves, on account of the faulty part of their 
moral character; but only a remiſſion of the 
penalty which is proper in the caſe of impe- 
nitence, and to which penitents had been 
obnoxious while they remained impenitent, 
together with ſuch a meaſure of favour and 
reward as bears a due proportion to the mea- 
ſure of that obedience which is ſubſequent 
to repentance, whatever it is; I ſay, if we 
underſtand the remiſſion of ſins in this li- 
mited ſenſe, the grant of it is a right action, 
and ſuch as cannot be attended with the ill 
conſequence mentioned, or any other : and, 
therefore, it ſtands in no need of being qua- 

lified and guarded by the ſacrifice of Chriſt, or 
any thing elſe, in order to render it a right ac- 
tion; neither of that ſacrifice, as thus qualify- 
ing and guarding it, a reaſon with God, for the 
grant of it.— But (2.) if, by the remiſſion 
of fins, we underſtand a full and abſolute 
pardon, or a releaſe from every penal evil ; 
the grant of ſuch a remiſſion would be a 
wrong action, as being neceſſarily and una- 
voidably attended with the bad conſequence 
aforeſaid. This action is incapable of being 
guarded, qualifyed, or circumſtanced, by 
any means whatſoever, ſo as to be rendered 
a good or right action, or hindred from be- 
ing an encouragement to ſin and diſobedi- 
ence. It can never ceaſe to be a wrong ac- 
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tion; never become a right one. The more 
pains are taken by the legiſlator, to correct 


its obliquity and ill tendency, (even ſuppo- 


ſing it were by the death of his own dear 


ſon, or by the Naeh obedience and good- 


neſs of his whole life,) this, inſtead of cor- 


recting and mending, would only encreaſe 


and augment them, as I have demonſtrated in 


the foregoing chapter. Wherefore, ſince the 


ſacrifice of Chriſt cannot change the nature 
of this wrong action, nor be any antidote 


againſt its ill conſequences, it can be no rea- 


ſon with God for the performance of it.— 
And this, I think, is a full and ſatisfac- 
tory anſwer to the objection under conſide- 
ration. 

$. 14. Bur if, after all, the Dr, or any 


other perſon, ſhould ill think, that the 


action of the deity in giving his own dear 
ſon to be a ſacrifice for fins, becauſe it is ſub- 
ordinate to his action in granting the remiſ- 
fion of fins, muſt have been a reaſon with 
him for the performance of the latter action: 
every body, I think, muſt ſee that this is 
wrong reaſoning, and that the very re- 
verſe holds true. A ſubordinate action is al- 
ways done for the fake of the principal 
action to which it is ſubordinate ; but a 
principal action is never done for the ſake of 
the ſubordinate action. Wherefore, although 


the action of the Wach in giving Chriſt to be 


4 
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a facrifice for ſin, was really ſubordinate to 
his action in granting the remiſſion of fins, 
as it certainly is; yet it will not follow, that 
his giving Chriſt to be a ſacrifice for ſins, 
was a reaſon, with him, for granting the re- 
miſſion of fins ; on the contrary, it will fol- 
low, that his granting, or his intention to 
grant, the remiſſion of fins, was a reaſon 
with him, for giving Chriſt to be a ſacrifice 
for fins. For if this is not allowed, the ſub- 
ordination of the action of giving Chriſt to 
be a facrifice for fins, to the action of grant- 
ing the remiſſion of fins, will be deſtroyed. — 
If any perſon, in order to preſerve this ſub- 
_ ordination, ſhould allow that the granting the 
remiſſion of fins was a reaſon with God, for 
giving Chriſt to be a ſacrifice for fins; and, 
at the ſame time, affirm, that the ſacri- 
fice of Chriſt was a reaſon with him, 
for granting the remiſſion of fins; this 
is only going round in a ſhameful circle, by 
aſſigning one thing as the reaſon of another 
thing, and then aſſigning that other thing 
as the reaſon of that which is the reaſon of 
itſelf; which every body knows, is a groſs 
abſurdity in reaſoning ; the very ſame, as it 
would be, to make any effect the cauſe of 
itſelf, that is, no effect at all. — The only 
reaſon with an intelligent mind, for perform- 
ing one ſubordinate action preferably to any 
other, is, becauſe he thinks it has a greater 
tendency or fitneſs than any other, to ſubſerve 


his 
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his intention in the performance of the princi- 
pal action to which it is ſubordinate action, 
though choſen, for the reaſon mentioned, 
preferably to any other ſubordinate action, is 
no reaſon at all with the agent, for the per- 
formance of the principal action to which it 
is ſubordinate. The reaſon, therefore, for 
the performance of any principal action, and 
the reaſon for the performance of any action 
which 1s ſubordinate to it, are, in all caſes, 
two different things. The former is always 
antecedent to the latter in the order and train 
of the mind's thoughts: for if the reaſons 
for the performance of principal actions did 
not firſt exiſt, and affect the mind, there 
never would, never could, be any reaſon at 
all for the performance of any ſubordinate 
action whatſoever. If ſo, no ſubordinate 
action is, or can be, a reaſon with any intel- 
ligent mind, for the performance of the 
principal action to which it is ſubordinate : 
conſequently, God's giving Chriſt to be a 
ſacrifice for ſins, which is a ſubordinate 
action, neither is, nor can be, a reaſon 
with him, for granting the remiſſion of 
ſins, to which action the former is ſubordi- 
nate. 

8. 15. INDEED, impotency, or a defect of 
power to perform the ſubordinate action is, 
in many caſes, a reaſon with intelligent 
minds, for the omiſſion or non-performance of 


the principal action to which it is ſubordinate, 
But 
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But then, though inability to perform the 
ſubordinate action, is Po a reaſon 
for the omiſſion of the principal action; 
yet a bare ability to perform the ſubordinate 
action is, in no Caſe, a reaſon with any in- 
telligent mind, for performing the principal 
action: conſequently, the Deity's ability to 
give Chriſt to be a ſacrifice for ſins, could 
be no reaſon with him, to grant the remiſ- 
ſion of ſins. And even ſuppoſing, (con- 
trary to all reaſon,) that this had really been 
a reaſon with God for granting the remiſſion 
of ſins, yet it would be nothing to the Dr's 
purpoſe, becauſe, in this caſe, the reaſon 
with God for granting the remiſſion of ſins, 
would not be the ſacrifice of Chriſt ; but 
his own power, or ability, to give him to 
be a ſacrifice for ſins, 

8. 16. FRoM the whole, (when the rea- 
ſons of action have been conſidered in their 
whole extent, and in every poſſible view, 
in relation to the ſubject under conſidera- 
tion,) 'tis manifeſt, I think, that the ſacri- 
fice of Jeſus Chriſt neither is, not can be, 
a reaſon of any kind with God, for granting 
the remiſſion of ſins. He, indeed gave his 
own dear ſon to be a ſacrifice for ſins. But 
this he did not do, with an intention that 
this ſacrifice might furniſh him with a new 
reaſon, which he had not before, for grant- 
ing the remiſſion of ſins; but only with 
this view, that that ſacrifice might be a 

Ws mean 
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mean of rendering the conveyance or grant 


of this favour conſiſtent with the end and 


rectitude of his moral government over 
mankind, or, which amounts to the fame 
thing, conducive, upon the whole, to the 
happineſs of our ſpecies. The mean, in 


this caſe, as in all others, was choſen for 


the fake of the end; and not the end, for 


the ſake of the mean, The defire of the 
end was a reaſon with God, for chooſing 


the mean ; but the defire of the mean was 


no reaſon with him, 'for ham, Fam ro- 
cauſe it 


ſecuting the end. The mean, 
was choſen by infinite wiſdom, muſt, in all 
reſpects, be proper, and adequate to the 


end intended: but ſtill it was only the mean 


by which, and not the reaſon for which, 
the end was proſecuted. This way of 
thinking ſupplies us with conſiſtent and 
noble ideas of the attributes of Deity, par- 
ticularly, of his goodneſs and mercy to 
ſinners: it is good common: ſenſe; and, if 


J am not miſtaken, the only ſcheme of 


thoughts that is conformable to, and con- 


| ſiſtent with, the doctrines of revelation. 


The Concluſion. 


I have now finiſhed this part of my de- 
ſign. And in the execution of it, have 
ſhewn, I think, that the Dr's notion of the 
facrifice of Chriſt, as being the perfect obe- 
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dience and goodneſs of his whole life, has 
no ſupport from theſe texts and facts in 
ſcripture, which he has produced as proofs 
and illuſtrations of it: that, though his 
notion of the ſacrifice of Chriſt was a true 
and juſt one, yet this ſacrifice, as it ſtands, 

and is circumſtanced, in his ſcheme, has no 
tendency to render finners penitent and 
obedient, but a direct and very ſtrong one, 
to- encourage and harden them in ſin and 
impenitency, and to corrupt them more and 
more: and, finally, that the ſacrifice of 
Chriſt, either in the Dres notion of it, or 
in any other notion of it, neither is, nor 
can be, any reaſon with God, for granting 
the remiſſion of ſins: conſequently, that. 
the Dr's notion of the ſacrifice of Chriſt is 
unſupported by any evidence ; and that his 
whole ſcheme of man's redemption, by that 
ſacrifice, is a contradiction to ſcripture, and 
to reaſon and common- ſenſe. In examin- 
ing the Dr's ſcripture- evidence, I have fol- 
lowed the dictates of common ſenſe, and 
obſerved the rules of juſt and ſober criticiſm, 
with the utmoſt candour and impartiality: 
nor have I overlooked or concealed any 
thing that appeared to me to be favourable 
to his ſentiments; but have endeavoured, 

as far as I was able, to go to the very 
bottom of things, with a pure and diſin- 
tereſted view to the diſcovery of truth. And 
whether I * done juſtice to the ſubject, 

and 


206 Dr. TavLor'sSentiments of, &e. Part II. 
and to the Dr's ſentiments, muſt now be 
left to the determination of thoſe who have 
a capacity for judging in this affair, and in- 
tegrity to judge in it without prejudice of 
wrong biaſs; to whoſe judgment, and the 
Dr's own ſerious conſideration, I now hum- 


bly ſubmit the criticiſm. —For myſelf; I am 


a lover of truth, and a friend 'to free and 


candid inquiry. I have no private intereſt 


that I could wiſh to ſerve, or to be ſerved, 
by error and falſehood. I lie open to con- 


viction, and ſhall always be ready to correct 


any error in my ſentiments as ſoon as I per- 
ceive it; and be very grateful to any perſon 
who will take the pains to ſet me right 
when he finds me under any miſtake. 
Errare poſſum, hereticum eſſe nolo, May li- 
berty and truth, in conjunction with piety 
and virtue, always proſper and prevail; and 
make their influence over mankind good 
againſt all oppoſition, | | 
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AP FEMICEXTK 


Containing an examination of another notion 
¶ the ſymbolical meaning and uſe of Jeuiſb- 
ſacrifices, which is exhibited in an anony- 
mous piece publiſhed at London, ann. 1746. 
and intituled, An Eſſay on the nature, de- 
ſign, and origin of Sacrifices. 


| HE Author of this piece appears to 


be a man of great learning; but his 


inferences and reaſonings from facts, gene- 
rally ſpeaking, are not ſo natural, clear, 
and concluſive, as to afford that ſatisfaction 
which a ſincere and judicious enquirer after 
truth deſires to have, and muſt have, before 
he can yield his aſſent. It would require 
the writing of a large volume to enter 
thoroughly into all the reaſoning of this 
Author which are chargeable with this de- 
fect, and to detect the fallacy and weakneſs 
of them; a work which I have neither 
time nor inclination to undertake. All that 
I propoſe to do at preſent, is, to exhibit his 
notion of the ſymbolical nature and deſign 
of Jewiſh-ſacrifices, and to examine what- 


ever he has ſaid in ſupport of it. 


The 


S 
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- The Author gives vs his general defini- 
tion of facrifice in the following words, 012. 
* Whatever is given or offered, in a ſolemn 
*© manner immediately to God, ſo that 
<« part of it, or the whole is conſumed, 
is what is meant by the word ſacrifice. 
« Whether it be upon an altar, or what is 
H uſed inſtead of an altar; whether it be 
„by fire, or in any other manner, is not 
„ material | AY on 

I rather chooſe to take this definition of 


+ 
-. 


ſacrifice as it is, than to contend with the 
Author about the propriety and juſtneſs of 


it. However, I cannot but obſerve, that 
the idea of ſacrifice which it exhibits, agrees 
to the meat-offerings and drink-offerings 
which were appendages of ſacrifice. and 
are never in ſcripture, as far as I remember, 
called ſacrifices; nor, indeed, can, ſtrictly 


and properly ſpeaking, be ſo called, becauſe 
the materials of which they conſiſted were 


manimate, and, of courſe, incapable of 
death *. But to proceed. 

The Author clearly expreſſes his opinion 
about the general, ultimate end of all ſacri- 
fices, in the following paſſages of his book, 


US, 


a Page 4. 


b The root MA? zabach ſignifies maare, ſacrificare, 

to kill, or to ſacrifice. Hence the noun TI? zebach, 
which ſignifies ma#atio, animal maclatile, ſacrificium, 
7, e. a killing, an animal capable of death, a ſacrifice. 


vide Buxtorf. lexicon. 


T1 


vir. © Sacrifices—implied men's entering 


_ © —to be in a ſtate of friendſhip with him, 


God.—When, therefore, the ultimate end 
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“into friendſhip with God; or if they had 
<« violated friendſhip with God, by violat- 
* ing the ſtipulation entered into, then ſa- 
*© crifice implied a renewal of friendſhip *. 
the great end of all ſacrifices - was to 
*© make friends with God *.—the reaſon for 
* which ſacrifices were intended, v2. to 
ce engage in ſolemn friendſhip with God*. 

* —the nature and deſign of ſacrifice bein 


* &c.*, Sacrifices expreſſed in their way 
% hat was principally intended, which 
Vas friendſhip and reconciliation to God s. 
Sacrifices were all— applied to keep up 
* friendſhip betwixt God and man .- the 
original intent, and indeed the deſign of 
* ſacrifices, which was to be in friendſhip 
* with God. 

From theſe paſſages, tis plain, that the 
Author makes the engaging in, the renewal 
of, or the keeping up, friendſhip with God, 
to be the ultimate end of all ſacrifices in 
general. And in this F agree with him; 
becauſe it muſt, without doubt, be the ul- 
timate end of all religious inſtitutions, as 
ſuch, to promote one or other of the ends 
mentioned, or, to be the means of pleaſing 


P of 


0 page 59. 4 p. 95. e p. 102. fp. 120. 
bp. 301. " £1319» 320. p. 347. 


e A Fin 


of ſacrifice, ſpecified by the Author, 


added to his general definition of — 


his definition of ſacrifice will run thus, vis. 


« Sacrifice is whatever is given or offered, 


« in a ſolemn manner, immediately to 
«© God, with a view to engage in, renew, 
#00 keep up friendſhip with him, ſo that 
« a part, or the whole of it, is conſumed 
te either upon an altar, or what 3 is uſed in- 
te ſtead of an altar; whether it be by. fire, 
£ or in any other manner. 


The next thing which we have to conſider, 5 


3s, the Author's opinion about the meaning 
of ſacrifices, or their uſe and deſign in re- 
ference to the end mentioned. And here, 
if I miſtake not, we ſhall find his ſenti- 
ments neither uniform, nor ſupported by 
ood evidence. 

He obſerves, © that it has been thought, 

te that ſacrifices were external ſigns, by 


e which the deſires of people were expreſſ- 


e ed,—and were the ſame thing as prayer 
% or thankſgiving, only expreſſed by ex- 


© ternal ſigns inſtead of words; and that 


Dr. Outram had cited paſſages from Abar- 
binel, to ſhew, that the Jews thought 


«© their ſacrifices to be a ſort of ſymbolical 


*© prayers to God for pardon or bleflings*.” 
But this notion of the meaning and uſe of 
ſacrifices, our Author cenſures and rejects 

238 


Page 298, 299. 
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as a miſtaken repreſentation of them and 
he ſays expreſly, it is neither a juſt nor 
<< a full repreſentation. of the fact. Sacri- 
e fices were always accompanied with 
% prayers or thankſgivings, and therefore 
«© were. not external rites by which prayer 
« or thanks were intended to be fignified, 
or the deſires of the people were intended 
<* to be expreſſed a. And yet we find 
the Author, about eleven or twelve pages 
below, adopting and defending this very 
notion of the meaning and uſe of ſacrifices 
which he here rejects, and confutes as a 
miſtaken and unjuſt repreſentation of them : 
for he ſays expreſly, that ſacrifices were 
* the external viſible mode by which the 
internal acts of the mind were expreſled ; 
* —external viſible ſigns of ſolemn prayer 
* and a purified heart ;— viſible external 
<< exprefiions of repentance, and renoun- 
<«« cing whatever was inconſiſtent with that 


_ © temper of mind that is neceſſary to a 


<« ſtate of friendſhip with God; that is, 
| | 20-4 external 


I Page 298. m p. 300, 301. ; 
n © Sacrifice was the—external viſible mode by 
< which the internal acts of the mind were expreſſed. 


„Hence that (viz. making atonement) was imputed 


< to ſacrifice which was owing to what ſacrifice ig” 
<« nified.“ page 312. And a little below, No 


% wonder then that that was imputed commonly to 
« the blood of the victim which was the real effect 
<« of ſolemn prayer, and a purified heart, ſince the 

« one 


212 APPENDIX II. 
external ſigns, or ſymbols, of repentance, 
prayer, and a purified heart. Here, there- 
fore, the Author contradicts himſelf, by 
adopting and defending a notion of the 
meaning and uſe of ſacrifices, which he 
himſelf cenſures and condemns as a miſ 
taken and unjuſt repreſentation of them. 
And inte this ſelf-contradiction he was 
driven by the impoſſibility of accounting, 
his real idea of the uſe and deſign of 
ſacrifice, for an effect which is, every where, 
in the levitical- law, aſcribed to piacular ſa- 
crifices, vis. the making atonement for ſin. 
— The caſe was this: atonement for ſin 
ſignifies, with our Author, the means by 
-  whichthe' pardon of ſin is obtained. + Now 
| atonement for fin being commonly men- | c 
| tioned in the law of Moſes as the effect of p 


piacular ſacrifices; and the Author think- 
ing it abſurd to affirm, that atonement was 


made for fin, or the pardon of it obtained, 60 

by ſacrifice in his ſenſe of ſacrifice, that is, | c 

by the dapes of a table, or by God and the 60 
> | 55 owners | 


4 one was the external and viſible ſign of the other.” 

Ma p- 313. And a little farther below, the ſhedding 
«© of blood was the uſual and general, the ordina 
<« and common means of atonement, or of expreſſ- 

| « ing a right mind.” p. 316. Agreeably to all which 

| he fays, Sacrifices were the viſible external expreſ- 
< fjons—of repentance, and of renouncing whatever 
« js inconſiſtent with that temper of mind that was 
« neceſſary to a ſtate of friendſhip with God.” p. 350. 

vr age 306. 
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owners eating and drinking together, as a 
ſymbol of friendſhip, or federal rite z he 
begins, like a man in diſtreſs, to look about 
him for relief; and finding, that his own 
fixed and ſettled idea of the uſe and deſign 
of ſacrifices could yield none, he deſerts it 
as a thing that could do nothing for him, 
and adopts another, which, though he had, 
before hand, rejected and confuted, yet 
was better adapted to his preſent purpoſe, 
and calculated to remove the otherwiſe in- 


ſuperable difficulty out of his way. Accord- 


ingly, he tells us, © that pardon was never 
<<. obtained by ſacrifice alone, but as it was 
<«« attended with a right diſpoſition of mind; 
e that pardon may be, and has been, ob- 

* tained by ſuch a diſpoſition of mind, 
* without the concurrence of a ſacrifice ; 


and that facrifices, conſidered as modes 


of engaging in friendſhip, could, of 
<< themſelves, contribute nothing towards 
«© the making atonement for fin, or the ob- 
e taining of the pardon of it?,” And then, 
to preſerve ſome appearance of harmony be- 
tween this language and that of the ſerip- | 
tures, which ſpeaks of atonement for fin as 
being the effect of piacular ſacrifices, he is 
led to affirm, “ that ſacrifices were the ex- 
„ ternal and viſible mode by which the in- 


eternal acts of the mind were expreſſed; 
5 «the 


Page 306, 307. 


r 

« the external and viſible ſigns of ſolemn 
*« prayer and a purified heart; and the vi- 
< fible external expreſſions of repentance, 
“ and of renouncing whatever was incon- 
« ſiſtent. with that temper of mind that is 
* neceſſary to a ſtate of friendſhip with 
„ God;” which is that very notion of the 
meaning, uſe, and deſign of ſacrifice, which 
he himſelf had, before, cenſured and con- 
futed, as a miſtaken and unjuſt n 
tion of them. 


One would have thought, that the per- 


ception of the impoſſibility of accounting, 
upon his ſcheme, for atonement for ſin, as 
an effect of ſacrifice, would have led whe 
Author to reſign it as indefenſible ; and to 
have looked out for ſome other notion of 
the meaning and deſign of ſacrifice, which 
would have fairly and ſatisfactorily account- 
ed for. it, as ſuch. But, inftead of this, 
he adheres tenaciouſly to his favourite ſyſ- 
tem; and, in order to extricate himſelf 
from an infuperable difficulty, which did 
attend it, runs into plain and palpable ſelf- 
contradiction.— This is a glaring inſtance of 
the ill effect which bigotry in opinion, and 
unreaſonable attachment to any favourite 
bypotheſis, which has been adopted without 
due examination, have upon the minds of 
men, even of good ſenſe and great learning. 
Human frailty But what I would chiefly 
remark here, is, that this ſpecimen of our 


Author's 
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Author's inability to account for atonement, 


as an effect of ſacrifice, without deſerting 


his own notion of the uſe and deſign of ſa- 
crifice, and having recourſe to another 
which he- had diſclaimed and confuted, 
2 us room and ground to ſuſpect, that 

is notion of the uſe and deſign of ſacrifice 
may neither be true nor ſcriptural. 

I now proceed to the conſideration of 
what appears to me to have been the Au- 
thor's fixed and ſettled notion of the mean- 
ing, uſe, and deſign of ſacrifices. 

He tells us, that ſacrifices were fœderal 
** rites, and implied men's entering into 
5 friendſhip with God; or if they had vio- 
“ lated friendſhip with God, by violating 
e the ſtipulation entered into, then ſacri- 
© fices implied a renewal of friendſhip— 
* with him.“ And agreeably to this, he 
ſays, that ſacrifice was intended as a mode 
e of engaging in friendſhip*,” 

If we want to know in what reſpect, or 
ſenſe, the Author conſidered ſacrifices as 


being fœderal rites, and a mode of engag- 


ing in friendſhip, he explains himſelf on 
this head, by telling us, that ſacrifices were 
ſymbols, external ſigns, and expreſſions of 
friendſhip *. | | 

P 4 But 


q Page 59. r p. 306. 
4 Sacrifices were the viſible external expreſſions 


« of friendſhip with God.” p. 350. „ Sacrifices 
„ were 


= . 
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But if we would have a clear and ade- 


quate idea of our Author's opinion about 
the meaning, uſe, and deſign of ſacrifices, 


we muſt hear him further on this point. 


He ſays, To eat and drink together was 
the ancient manner of men's engaging in 
&« friendſhip with one another; and there- 
« fore it is natural to conceive that they 
“ ſhould take the ſame method, and ob- 
ce ſerve the ſame rite, in engaging in friend- 


„ ſhip with God: and if they imagined 


cc that . 


te were ſignificant rites, and expreſſed in their way, 
c what was principally intended, which was friend- 
“ ſhip and reconciliation to God.” p. 301.—< His 
Se defien (God's, in the inſtitution of ſacrifices) was, 
cc to retain whatever was neceſſary to the keeping up 
« of friendſhip, ſymbolically intimated in the uſe of 
« ſuch things as were the ordinary ſigns of friendſhip.” 
p. 115. „ Suppoling now that eating and drinking 
« together were the known ordinary ſymbols of 
« friend{hip, and were the uſual rites of engaging in 
<« leagues and covenants, and of renewing and rati- 
<< fying friendſhips, it will not be difficult to account 
« from hence. for the origin of ſacrifices,” (viz. by 
conſidering them as having come into, uſe for the ſame 
purpoſes, in affairs between God and men.) p. 73. 
In like manner, ſpeaking of peace-offerings, he ſaith, 
„They who offered theſe ſacrifices, were looked 
upon as in a ſtate of friendſhip with God, and as 
e partaking of the known ſymbols of friendſhip,” (i. e. 
of ſacrifices, which were ſymbols of friendſhip.) p. 80. 
And {till to the ſame purpoſe, ſpeaking of the meat- 


offerings and drink-offerings, he ſaith, The reaſon _ 


« why a meat-offering and drink-offering were an- 
& nexed to theſe two kinds of ſacrifices, (burnt-offer- 
<«« ings and peace-offerings,) is, the ſymbols of friend- 
«© ſhip were offered, p. 278. 
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* that the Gods did eat with them, as they 
6“ did with the Gods, they would make the 


« ſame rites ſerve for amity and friendſhip 
with them, as they did with one another *, 


And to the ſame purpoſe, he faith, © Eating 


and drinking together was the known me- 
*© thod of old of engaging in friendſhip, and 
of making covenants and leagues; and if, at 
s any time, men had forfeited their engage- 
e ments, or had broken them, they were, 


0 fact, reconciled by the ſame means by 


« which they were at firſt engaged together. 
c Now it ſeems very natural for men who 
«© were defirous to make or renew their 
** friendſhip with God, to purſue the ſame 
*© means and practices, as they did with one 


„ another,—Whatever was the method by 


« which the men of old engaged in cove- 
e nants, or whatever federal rites they uſed, 


* or by which they endeavoured to eſtabliſh 


te the ſecureſt friendſhip with one another, 


that would naturally be the means of en- 


« tering into friendſhips with God. Eating 
<* therefore and drinking with God at his 
e table, would be as natural a ſign of friend- 


«« ſhip with God, as it was with any of their 


u 72. 


«own ſpecies . 
From this view which we have taken of 
the Author's ſentiments about ſacrifices, it 


appears, 


* Page 73, 74. " P. 335—337 
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appears, he aſſumes for certain fact, and 
a firſt principle, that eating and drinking to- 
gether was, in ancient times, a rite by which 
men entered into leagues and covenants, and 
engaged in, and renewed, friendſhips with 
one another : and that he imagined, that ſa- 
crifices, at the beginning, came into uſe and 
practice, upon the footing of this ancient 
cuſtom of entering into covenants, and en- 
gaging in, and renewing friendſhips by eating 
and drinking together; this method of con- 


tracting and renewing friendſhips being tranſ- 


ferred from a common and ordinary to a 
religious uſe, and made to ſubſerve the ſame 
urpoſe in men's tranſactions with God, as 


it did in their tranſactions with one another.— 
Agreeably to theſe notions of the origin and 


uſe of ſacrifices, the Author conceives, that 


ſacrifices were the Dapes, Epulæ, or furni- 


ture of a table, at which God and the offer- 
ers of them did eat and drink together; that 


his and their eating together, was a ſymbol 


or emblem of friendſhip betwixt them; or a 
fœderal rite by which he and they, according 
to the then prevailing cuſtom of the world, 


did engage in, renew, or keep up friendſhip 


with one another; and withal, that this 
ſymbolical or emblematical uſe of ſacrifices 
was the ſole and whole intent or defign of 


them. The 


w That the Author's notions about the uſe and de- 


ſign of ſacrifices are truly and rightly repreſented here, 
| is 
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The truth of theſe notions of our Author 


about the origin, uſe, and deſign of ſacrifices, 
depends upon the truth of. the three follow- 


ing propoſitions, vig. 


Firſt. That, at the time when ſacrifices 
came firſt into uſe and practice among men, 
eating and drinking together was an uſual 
and cuſtomary rite, by which men entered 
into leagues and covenants, and engaged in, 


renewed, and kept up friendſhip with one 


another. 
Secondly. That it is natural to think, that 
men would make uſe of this method, or 
rite, 
is evident from the following pallages of his book, wiz. 
c Sacrifice was the Dapes, or Epulæ, which the offerer 


„ partook of, when he was deemed worthy to be ad- 


cc mitted to a ſtate of friendſhip.” p. 301. — The 
« owners of all peace-offerings having a certain ſhare 
cc for themſelves to eat, at the ſame time, that other 
c parts were conſumed on God's table, as it were b 

cc him ;—Hence thoſe who offered theſe ſacrifices 
« were looked upon as in a ſtate of friendſhip with 
« God, and as partaking of the common ſymbols 
« of friendſhip.” p. 80. <©* When a table was fur- 
& niſhed out with meat, it was neceſſary that bread 
„ ſhould likewiſe be prepared; and accordingly, 
c the meat-offerings of flower were conſtantly at- 
& tendant on the ſacrifices of animals.” p. 90. A 
ce table, by means of which a friendſhip was to be en- 
<« gaged in, or, if it had been broke, was to be re- 
<« eſtabliſhed, would not have been properly furniſhed, 
« jf ſomething that was uſual to drink had not been 
« annexcd to the fleſh and Mincha.” p. 104. © Some 


* ſort of-liquor being always required as an ingredient 


cc at all entertainments, this was the reaſon why it was 
«© uſed at all ſacrifices ; and for the ſame end in both 
e caſes, wiz. the keeping up a ſtate of friendſhip by 

« eating and drinking together.” p. 108. | 
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rite, of eating and drinking together, in 
engaging in, renewing, and keeping up 
friendſhip with God: and that in fact, they 
did make uſe of it for theſe ends and pur- 
oſes. | 
* Thirdly, That, in all ſacrifices, God 
and the offerers of them did actually eat 
and drink together, in ſome ſenſe or other, 
either literally, or figuratively and ſymbo- 
lically, . ; 
Theſe three propoſitions comprehend the 
eſſential parts of the Author's ſentiments - 
about the origin, uſe, and deſign of ſacri- 
fices. And, therefore, if it ſhall be found, 
that he produces a good proof of the truth 
of them, his ſyſtem muſt ſtand upon a firm 
and ſolid baſis, and ought to be admitted by 
all reaſonable men. But if it ſhall be found, 
that he fails in the proof of all or any of 
them, that ſyſtem cannot be regarded any 


further than as being an ingenious imagi- 
nation or conceit of the Author, which 


has nothing to ſupport it. I ſhall therefore 
conſider all that he has advanced to prove 
the truth of each of theſe three propoſitions, 
and examine the ſtrength and validity of it. 
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SECTION 1. 


| Contain ng an examination of theſe arguments, 


which the Author has advanced, to prove, 
that, at the time, when ſacrifices firſt came 
znto uſe and practice, eating and drinking 
together was an uſual and cuſtomary rite, by 
which men entered into leagues and covenants; 
and engaged in, renewed, and kept up friend- 
ſhips with one another, 


TH E firſt proof, which the Author brings 
of this point, is taken from the cove- 
nants which Iſaac made with Abimelech, 
Jacob with Laban, and the Hebrews with 
the Gibeonites. He ſays, ** When the men 
e of old contracted leagues, or engaged in 
** friendſhips with one another, they did it 
«© by eating and drinking together. This 
<« appears from the inſtances of Iſaac and 
* Abimelech, Jacob and Laban, the He- 
e brews and the Gibeonites. Gen. xxvi. 
30, Z1,—Xxxxi. 46, Joſh. ix. 149. 
ANsw. If it ſhould be allowed, that eat- 
ing and drinking was 'the rite by which the 
covenants, mentioned, were entered into by 
the contracting parties; yet theſe covenants 


are too late tranſactions for proving, that 


cating and drinking together was an uſual 
and 


Page 59: 
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and cuſtomary rite, by which men contracted 
covenants and engaged in friendſhips, at the 
time when they firſt began to offer ſacrifices. 
Sacrifices had been in uſe for the ſpace of two 
thouſand years, and upwards, wy the firſt 
of theſe covenants was made. And, there- 
fore, the inſtances, here alledged, neither 
do, nor can, prove, that men, when they 
firſt began to offer ſacrifices, . uſe of the 
ſame rite in engaging in, and renewing, 


friendſhip with God, which they had for- 


merly been accuſtomed to obſerve, in making 
leagues and covenants with one another, If 
our Author, or any other perſon, would 
produce inſtances of covenants among men, 
that were contracted by the rite of eating 
and drinking together, which are really to 
the purpoſe ; theſe covenants muſt be ſuch 
as were not only contemporary with, but 
more ancient than, thoſe oblations which 
Cain and Abel offered to God ; that is, 
they muſt be of an older date, by the ſpace 
of above two. thouſand years, than theſe 
which our Author mentions, And, if I 
miſtake not, there will be ſome difficulty i in 
finding them. 

Another thing that is very unfavourable 
to the Author's ſentiments, 1s, that it doth 
not appear, from any thing that is ſaid in 


the places to which he refers, that eating 


and drinking was a rite by which the co- 
venants, 
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yenants, there mentioned, were made, or 
entered into. | | | 

The covenant between Iſaac and Abime- 
lech was made by no 'other method than 
that of mutual agreement, and the oath of 
both the contracting parties to obſerve and 
fulfill what they had promiſed to each other, 
as is evident from Gen, xxvi. 28—31, Iſaac 
indeed, on that occaſion, made a feaſt for 
Abimelech and his attendants ; and he and 
they did eat together, v. 30. But this feaft 


was made, before he and Abimelech entered 


into a league of friendſhip with one another, 
as appears from the hiſtory, and was only a 
mark of reſpect which he put upon a great 
perſonage, Who had come, in a very amica- 
ble manner, to ſeek, and to enter into a co- 
venant of friendſhip with him. But it was 
not any rite by which they engaged in cove- 
nant or friendſhip; for the only rite, by which 
they did this, was a ſolemn oath, as appears 
from v. 28, 31. 
The covenant, likewiſe, between Jacob 
and Laban, was made and entered into by 
an appeal to God as a witneſs of their ſince- 
rity, and a folemn oath to perform what 
they had mutually promiſed to each other, 
as is evident from Gen. xxxi. 49—53. On 
that occaſion, indeed, Jacob took a ſtone, 
and ſet it up for a pillar ; and his brethren 
did gather ſtones, of which they made an 
heap ; and he and they did eat together _ 
| EE. this 
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this heap, But all this was only preparatory 
to their engaging in a covenant of friendſhip. 
The pillar was ſet up, and the heap raiſed, 
as a ſtanding memorial of the covenant which 
they were about to make ; and they did eat 
together upon the heap, in teſtimony of the 


cordiality with which they were to enter into 
a covenant of amity and friendſhip : But 


neither the pillar, nor the heap, nor their 
eating together upon the heap, were any 
part of their actual engagement in a cove- 


nant of friendſhip, or any rite whereby 


they entered into ſuch an engagement. Theſe 


were all of a preparatory nature only; all 


executed previouſly to their making or enter- 
ing into a covenant. -'The covenant which 


followed, as is evident from the hiſtory, was 


not made or contracted by any of theſe pre- 
cedent tranſactions, but by mutual promiſe, 
calling upon God as a witneſs of th 
cerity, and ſolemn oath. —After the covenant 
was thus made, it is, indeed, ſaid, v. 54. 
Jacob offered ſacrifice (Heb. killed a killing, 
of killable — upon the mount, and called 
his bretbren to eat bread, and they did eat. But 
as this was done after the covenant was made, 
their eating and drinking together could not 
have been any of theſe rites by which that 
covenant was made or entered into; and 
therefore, it makes nothing for the Author's 
purpoſe, 
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compoſition, in other places; particularly, Deut. * 
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In like manner, the covenant between the 


Hebrews and the Gibeonites was made and 
contracted by no other mean, or rite, than 


that of a ſolemn oath: * Joſhua made peace 


with them, and made a league with them to 
let them live; and the princes of the congre- 
gation ſware unto them, Joſh. ix. 15.—lt is 
ſaid indeed, v. 14. And the men took of thetr 
victuals, and aſked not counſel of the Lord. 
But then, ſince it appears from the hiſtory, 
that this happened before Joſhuah made a 
covenant with the Gibeonites, tis clear, that 
the taking of their victuals, could have been 
no fœderal rite by which the covenant with 


the Gibeonites was made, or entered into. 


Beſides, it is utterly improbable, that Joſhuah 
and the elders of the congregation would have 
taken of the dry and mouldy- bread which 
the Gibeonites had brought with them, and 
have eat of it with them, And, indeed, 


this paſſage, as it runs in the Hebrew, gives 


us no reaſon to think that they did. The 
paſſage in the Hebrew is, p49 Dux NPR 
And the true literal tranſlation of theſe words, 
is, And they received (or accepted of) the men 
(ovun mitzedam) for, or, on account of their 
vittuals, or mouldy and ſpoiled proviſions b. 


And 


ud mitzedam, for, becauſe of, on account of, 
their vituals, The prefix D min hath this ſignification in 
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And ſo the words give us an account of the 
way and manner in which the Hebrews were 
deceived by the Gibeonites, and induced to 
make a covenant with them. They did not 
aſe counſel of the Lord, as they ought to have 
done, but they received, or accepted of the 
men, as perſons of probity and integrity, 
becauſe of their victuals, which, being ſpoiled 
and mouldy, made them believe that they 
had come from a far country. This render- 
ing 1s exactly agreeable to the Hebrew, and 
gives a ſenſe which is natural, probable, and 
ſupported by the context and common ſenſe : 
whereas the other rendering, which we have 
in our tranſlation, is forced and unnatural, 
and gives a ſenſe which is improbable, and, 
indeed, which one knows not what to make 
of it. And it deſerves remark, that the He- 
brew, rendered in the former way, ſays no- 
thing at all about eating and drinking toge- 
ther, and ſtill leſs about eating and drinking 
together, as a ſymbol of friendſhip, or a fœ- 
deral rite. 

Upon the whole, it is manifeſt, I think, 
that none of the three covenants mentioned, 
was entered into, or contracted, by eating 
and drinking together, conſidered as a fœde- 
ral rite, In the firſt, eating and drinking 

| together 


8. ny Mann, for, becauſe of, en account of, the 
Lord's love to you, ) umiſbomro, and for, becauſe 


of, on account of, his keeping the oath which he had fwirn 
to your fathers. 
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together was prior to the fœderal engage- 
ment; and, for that reaſon, was not the rite 
by which the covenant was made or entered 
into. At the making of the ſecond, there 
was eating and drinking together; but then 
this eating and drinking together was before, 
and after, the covenant was made; and, 
therefore, cannot, in reaſon, be deemed any 
of thoſe rites by which it was made and en- 


tered into. And for the covenant between 


the Hebrews and the Gibeonites, it doth not 
appear, from the hiſtory, that the contract- 
ing parties did eat and drink together. When 


the Author, therefore produceth theſe three 


as inſtances of covenants which were made 
and contracted, by the rite of eating and 
drinking together, he miſrepreſents real 
fats—When the ambaſſadors of princes, 
or even men of inferior rank, meet together 
about negociations of peace and friendſhip, 
it has been, and ſtill is, cuſtomary for them, 
to make entertainments, at which they eat 
and drink together. And this is all that was 
done by the men of old, on the like occaſions, 
But however theſe entertainments may be 
conſidered as marks of eſteem, honour, and 
friendly diſpofition; yet they never are, never 
were, conſidered as rites by which the trea- 
ties of peace and friendſhip which they 
negociate, are made, entered into, or ra- 


tified. 
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The Author, as a farther proof, that eat- 


ing and drinking together was, among the 
ancients, a fœderal rite ſubjoins, The 
breach of covenants thus confirmed (vig. 
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by eating and drinking together) was 
deemed as groſs a violation of friendſhip 
as any one could be guilty of. Thus Da- 
vid complains, that his own familiar friend, 
in whom he truſted, which did eat of bis 
bread, bad lift up his heel againſt him, 


Pſal. xli. 9. And our Saviour applied this 
paſſage of the pſalmiſt to the traitor u- 


das, He that eateth bread with me, hath 
lift up his heel againſt me. When Iſhmael, 
the ſon of Nethaniah, and the ten men 
that were with him, treacherouſly flew 
Gedaliah, the ſon of Ahikam, to whom 
Nebuſaradan had committed the people 
that remained in Mizpah, it is ſaid, that 
he and his companions came to Mizpah, 
and there they did eat bread together, i. e. 
there they bound themſelves together in 
the ſtrongeſt band of confederacy to mur- 
der Gedaliah, which they accordingly ef- 
fected. Or, if they did eat bread together 
with Gedaliah, their treachery was ſo much 
the groſſer, and their infamous behaviour 
was lo much the more to be deteſted. Vide 
Jerem. xli. 1. The prophet Obadiah has 
alluded to the ſame cuſtom, and made uſe 
of the ſame expreſſion with the pſalmiſt, 
The men that were at peace with thee, 

„ (Edom) 
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« (Edom) have deceived thee ;—they that 
<« eat thy bread, þave laid a wound under 
* 

ANs w. In the paſſages, here quoted, there 
is nothing that can be deemed ſufficient to 
make any reaſonable man think, that eating 
bread together is mentioned in them, in al- 
luſion to a cuſtom among men of entering 
into leagues and covenants of friendſhip by 
eating and drinking together. David's fami- 
liar friend did eat of his bread ; Judas the 
traitor did eat of Chriſt's bread ; and Iſhmael 
and his ten companions came to Gedaliah to 
Mizpah, and there they did eat bread toge- 
ther ; and they who were to deſtroy Edom 
were ſuch as did eat of his bread : but it 
doth not appear, that any of theſe parties 
ever entered into a covenant of amity with 
one another ; nor 1s there any reaſon. to 
think, that their eating and drinking toge- 
ther is mentioned as an alluſion to a cuſtom 
of entering into and ratifying covenants by 
that rite. On the contrary, their eating to- 
gether is evidently mentioned, not as a fœde- 
ral rite by which they actually entered into 
a covenant with one another, or as an alluſion 
to ſuch a rite ; but as an inſtance of friendly 
diſpoſition and great goodneſs on the one 
ſide, and of the vileſt diſſimulation, treachery, 
and ingratitude on the other. The behavi- 
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our, therefore, of David's familiar friend, 


and of our Lord's perfidious diſciple, in lift- 
ing up their heel againſt their benefactors, 
of whoſe bread they had eaten, and of Iſh- 


mael and his companions in murdering Ge- 


daliah, after they had been received and en- 
tertained by him in a moſt kind and reſpect- 
ful manner, and of thoſe who did receive 
kindneſſes from the Edomites in becoming 
their enemies and deſtroyers, was not, as 
the Author would have it, a breach or vio- 


lation of covenants of amity, which had 


been actually made between them by eating 
together; but a real and notorious inſtance 
of groſs diſſimulation, and of the vileſt in- 
gratitude and treachery, in thoſe who had 


acted ſuch an infamous and villainous part. 


Hence it appears, that the paſſages referred 
to, afford no inſtances of covenants that 
were made and entered into by the rite 
of eating together, nor contain any alluſions 
to a cuſtom among men of contracting and 


ratifying covenants by ſuch a rite; conſe- 


quently, theſe paſſages make nothing for the 
Author's purpoſe. | 

This then is the whole direct ſcripture- 
evidence which the Author has produced, 
in order to prove, that eating and drinking 
together was a fœderal rite among the anci- 
ents, by which they engaged in leagues and 


covenants of amity and friendſhip with one 


another. And from the anſwers which have 
1 been 
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been made to the ſeveral parts of it, it is ma- 
nifeſt, I think, that this evidence doth not 
amount to a clear and good proof, or even 
to the ſhadow of a proof, of the point men- 
tioned ;. and (which is {till worſe for the 
Author) that, if it did amount to a clear 
and good proof of it, yet it would, in no 
way, anſwer the Author's main purpoſe; 
becauſe the tranſactions and alluſions, upon 
which it is - are too late for being 
proper vouchers of the truth of his opinion, 
ui. That eating and drinking together was, 
at the time when men firſt began to offer 
facrifices, a known and cuſtomary rite by 
which they engaged in, and renewed, friend- 
ſhips with one another, | 
The Author, having now finiſhed his di- 
rect ſcripture- evidence, next endeavours to 
produce ſome collateral proofs, which he 

places in ſuch a light as renders them ſeem- 
ingly favourable to his opinion about ſacri- 
fices. But as thoſe collateral proofs coincide 
with the ſubject of the next ſection, I ſhall 
conſider them in it. 
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SECTION II. 


Containing an examination 0 of What hs Author 


I 


has advanced, to prove, that, upon the ſup- 
Poſition, that eating and drinking together, 
was the cuflomary rite by which men made 
and entered into covenants of © amity and 


friendſhip with one another, it is natural to 


think, that they would follow the ſame me- 
thod, and obſerve the fame rite, in engaging 
in, renewing, and keeping up friendſhip with 
God; and that, in fact, they did uſe it 


or theſe ends ond e in be 2 of 


ſacrifices. 


N order to prove the propoſitidii,/c contain- 
ed in the title of this ſection, our Author 


advances many things, which I ſhall now 
confider in the ſame order 1 in which they lie 
in his book. 
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He ſays, © This 2 e. eating a0 ak 
ing together were federal rites, by 
which men made, and entered into, co- 
venants of friendſhip with one another, 
and with God) was ſo well underſtood by 
the ancients, that whenever any one of- 
fered a ſacrifice to God, or to any idol 
whatſoever, it was looked upon as an ac- 
tual engagement either in covenant, or 
friendſhip, with him to whom the ſacri- 
fice was made. And hence it is, that to 


feat 
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& eat of any ſacrifice offered to God, is the 
© ſame thing as to be in friendſhip with 
5 God: as likewiſe to eat of a ſacrifice of- 
** fered*to' any idol, is to be in friendſhip 
© with that idol. It was this that made the 
** plalmiſt ſay, Gather my ſaints together unto 
* me, theſe that have made a covenant by 
« ſacrifice with me, Pſal. I. 5. And when 
the Moabites are ſaid” to call the people 
« of Iſrael unto the ſacrifices of their gods, 
<« the people did eat, and bowed down to 


< their gods; it immediately follows, And 


*© Ifrael joined himſelf to Baal-Peor, Numb. 

© xxv. 2, 3. This practice was ſo well 
underſtood, and was ſo common in thoſe 
days, that when the Iſraelites were forbid 
to make any covenant with the inhabitants 
<< of the land of Canaan, it is expreſſed thus, 

* Left when the Canaanites did ſacrifice unto 
*« their gods, and one call thee, and thou eat 
* of his ſacrifice, Exod.” xxxiv. 15, 16. 
© 1. e. engage in covenant or friendſhip with 


* their gods. So again, they joined them- 


* _ alſo to Baal-Peor, and eat the-offer- 
e ings of the dead, i. e. they entered into 


<< a fate friendſhip with gods that were 


* no more than dead men. And hence it 
* was, that when the firſt-born of Egypt 
e were threatened with deſtruction, that 
* God, by Moſes, inſtituted the paſlover, 
c by which a covenant was made betwixt 
* him and the children of Iſrael A Lamb 
Z « for 
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* for every houſe, (or if the houſhold was 
* too ſmall, then a man and his neighbour 
<« next unto him were to join in procuring a 
ic kmb,)—A lamb was to be taken; and 
as there was no altar, the blood was to 
< be frucꝶ upon the lintel, and the two fide- 
* poſts: of ihe door, which ſerved inſtead of 
<«< an altar. And then the Lord, on his 
part, engaged that he would not fuffer the 
<. deftreyer to come imo any of their houſes, 
« Exod. xii. 23. The children of Iſrael 
<<. were to cat the fleth of the lamb with one 
© another; and this was an ordinance to 
« be kept forever. The blood, upon this 
e occafion,” was given as God's ſhare: and 
then immediately the people were under 
his protection 
As w. Lgrant, that ſacrifices 1 Were means 
which men engaged in covenant and 


friendſhip with God. But that eating and 


drinking with God was the ſole uſe and de- 
ſign of facrifice, and that this eating and 
drinking with God was a ſymbol of friend- 
ſhip with him, and a fœderal rite whereby 
he and the offerers of ſacrifice did engage 
in covenant and friendſhip with one another; 
and, conſequently, that the eating of any 
ſacrifce was, in this ſenſe, the ſame thing 
as engaging in covenant or friendſhip with 
God; {pot are. things which. I cannot ad- 

mit, 


Page 61—63. 
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mit, without a good and clear proof of 
them. The Author here alledges ſome 
paſſages of ſcripture as a proof of them: 
but none of them, I think, come up to the 
point, as will appear from a particular in- 

ction of them. 1 

The firſt paſſage quoted by the Author, 
is, Plal I. 5. Gather my ſaints together unto 
me, thoſe who have made a covenant by ſacri- 
fice with.me.—Here mention is made of a 
covenant which had been made with God 


by ſacrifice. : But then there is nothing ſaid, 


from which it can be inferred, that the 
offerers of this ſacrifice did eat or drink 
with God, or that his and their eating or 
drinking together was a ſymbol of friend- 
ſhip betwixt them, or the fœderal rite by 
which they engaged in covenant with one 
another. Of all this there is neither a word 
nor hint in the text; and therefore it proves 

nothing that is for the Author's purpole. 
The ſecond text, which the Author 
quotes, is, Numb. xxv. 2, 3. And they 
(the Moabites) called the people unto the ſa- 
crifices of their gods: and the people did eat, 
and bowed down to their gods: and Iſrael 
joined himſelf to Baal-Peor.—In theſe words 
it is intimated, that Iſrael joined himſelf to 
Baal-Peor, by eating of the ſacrifices which 
were offered to this idol, and bowing down 
to him; whence our Author would infer, 
that the Iſraelites and the idol Baal-Peor did 
cat 
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eat together; and, by eating together, 


4 7 55 was a fœderal rite and a ſymbol of 
riendſhip,) did enter into a covenant of 


friendſhip with one another. But of all 
this the text ſays nothing: for it only ſpeaks 
of the Iſraclites as joining themſelves to 
Baal-Peor, by joining with his worſhippers 
in two acts of that idolatrous worſhip which 
they payed to him; by joining them in the 
one, as much as by joining them in the 


other; that is, by eating of the ſacrifices i 


which were offered to this idol, and by 


bowing down to him ; and that without ex- 
plaining the nature of either of theſe acts 


or rites of worſhip, or giving any hint that 
they were ſymbols of friendſhip or federal 
rites, In a word, all that this text ſays, is, 
that the Ifraclites joined themſelves to Baal- 
Peor by joining in the acts of his worthip, 
but ſays nothing of their doing this by any 
ſymbol of friendſhip, or federal rite. This 
text, therefore, proves nothing for the Au- 
thor's purpoſe. 

The third text quoted by the Author, is, 
Exod. xxxiv. 15. where the Iſraelites are 
forbid: to make any covenant with the in- 


habitants of the land of Canaan, for the 


following reaſon, viz. Left thou make a co- 
venant with the inhabitants of the land, and 
they (the Iſraelites) go a whoring after their 
gods, and do ſacrifice unto their gods, and one 


m thee, and thou eat of hig ſacrifice —Here 


the 
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the Author ſays, that the meaning of theſe 


laſt words, and thou eat of his ſacrifice, is, and 


thou engage in covenant and friendſhip with 


their gods: and from this he would infer, 


that the eating of a ſacrifice with the god 
to whom it was offered, was a ſymbol of 


friendſhip with him, and a fœderal rite by 
which the owner of the ſacrifice did engage 


in covenant with him. But this is pure ima- 
gination, for the text ſays nothing about it, 


nor ſupplies any hint from which it can be 


inferred, The eating of any ſacrifice that 
was offered to an idol, was, as is well known, 
an act of idolatry, or idolatrous worſhip, 


and as ſuch only is it mentioned in the text, 


and not as a ſymbol of friendſhip with the 
idol, or a fœderal rite. 
The text mentioned next by the Author, 
is, Pſal. cvi. 28. They joined themſelves alſo 
Zo Baal-Peor, and ate the ſacrifices of the dead. 
Here the Author is at it again with his fa- 
vourite comment. They ate the ſacrifices of 
the dead, that is, ſays he, they entered into 
a ſtate of friendſhip with gods that were no 
more than dead men ; from which he would 
have his readers to infer, that eating the ſa- 
crifices of thoſe gods, or dead men, was 
the ſame thing as engaging in friendſhip or 
entering into covenant with them; conſe- 
quently, a ſymbol of friendlhip, and a 
federal rite, But of all this the text ſays 
nothing, which only ſpeaks of the Iſraelites 
| as 
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as joining themſelves to Baal-Peor by join- 
ery, Fo Moabites in his cn % go 
not by partaking of a ſymbol of friendſhip, 
or the performance of a fœderal rite ; and 
mentions their eating the ſacrifices of the 
dead, as an act of idolatrous worſhip only, 
without taking any notice of its having a 
ſymbolical meaning and uſe, as an emblem 
of friendſhip, or a fœderal rite. 29 U 
The laſt thing which our Author men- 
tions as a proof of his point, is, the covenant 
which, he ingenuoufly ſuppoſes, was made 
between God and the Iſraelites by their eat- 
ing together of the paſchal lamb. © As 
* there was no altar, ſays he, the blood 
« was to be {truck upon the lintel, and the 
« two ſide-poſts of the door, which ſerved 
« inſtead of an altar. And then the Lord 
© engaged, on his part, that he would not 
* ſuffer the deſtroyer to come into any of 
e their houſes. The children of Ifrael were 
© to eat the fleſh of the lamb with one 
* another. The blood, upon this occaſion, 
«. was given to God's ſhare ; and then im- 
*© mediately the people were under his pro- 
« tection.” ANsw. It is no where ſaid, or 
hinted, that God and the Iſraelites entered 
into a covenant by the paſchal-ſacrifice, or 
that he and they did eat together of this 
ſacrifice, or engaged in covenant, by eating 
of it together, or that the blood was given 
as God's ſhare. All theſe are new ways of 
— 55 ſpeaking 
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ſpeaking and thinking, of which the ſcrip- 
ture knows nothing. It is moſt certain, 


that, at the inſtitution of the paſſover, no 
| covenant was entered into by. ſtipulation 


and reſtipulation, or by the mutual agree- 
ment and conſent of two parties. All was 
of God's appointment and ordering: and 
whatever was done by the Iſraelites, was 
done in obedience to his authority: and ex- 
preſs command; for their, conſent was not 
given or required previouſly to the injunc- 
tion of it. As to the blood which was 
ſtruck upon the lintel and the two ſide-poſts 
of their doors; this, inſtead of being given 
to God as his ſhare, which he was to eat, 
was only diſpoſed of in that manner, that 
it might be to the Iſraelites, for a token 
upon the houſes where they were; a token 
to them not of a covenant, or of God's en- 
tering into a covenant with them, but of 
divine protection from deſtruction; a token 
to them, that God would paſs over them, 
and the plague ſhould not be upon them to 
deſtroy them, when he ſmote the land of 
Egypt, Exod. xii. 13. Withal, this whole 


| tranſaction was intended to be a memorial, 


not of any covenant-engagement, but of a 
great and miraculous deliverance... When, 
therefore, the whole affair is duly conſider- 
ed, it doth not appear to have any one cir- 
cumſtance in it, that is favourable to our 
Author's opinion about the ſymbolical na- 

| ture 
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ture and deſign of ſacrifices, as being ſyms 
| bols of friendſhip and fœderal rites. - 
The Author proceeds thus, Hence it 


et is, that one may eaſily explain what St. 


«© Paul ſays, 1 Cor. x. 21. Ze cannot. drink 


* of | the cup of the Lord, and of the cup of 
devils : Ye cannot be partakers of the Lord's 


cc 


cc. 
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table, and of the table of Devils, He 
had been urging the Corinthians to flee 


from idolatry, and was ſhewing them 
* that, if they did eat of the ſacrifices 

offered unto idols, they, by that act, pro- 
feſſed themſelves to be in a ſtate of friend- 
ſhip with them. The Jews, by eating 


the ſacrifices offered to God, partook of 
the altar or table of God, and by that 


were deemed to be in a ſtate of friendſhip 


with him. The Gentiles, by eating the 
things offered to their gods, were, for 
the ſame reaſon, in a ſtate of friendſhip 
with them. Now it is impoſſible, as 


the Apoſtle argues, to be in covenant 


or friendſhip with two ſuch contrary 
maſters; and conſequently, the Corin- 
thians ought not, could not, pattake of 
the table of the Lord, and of the table 
of devils, or demons v.“ 


 Answ.. Whatever way be taken to ex- 


plain this paſſage of St. Paul, I can ſee no 
reaſon or neceſſity for aſſuming the Author's . 


notion 


> Page 63, 64. 
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notion of the ſymbolical nature and deſign 
of ſacrifice, in order to give it a proper 
ſenſe and juſt force. For neither in the 
text, nor in the context, is there any men- 
tion made, or hint given, that the god, or 
gods, to whom the ſacrifice was made, did 
eat or drink with the offerers of it; or that 
their eating and drinking together was a 
ſymbol of friendſhip, or a fœderal rite by 
which they engaged in a covenant of amity 
with one another. All that is ſaid, what- 
ever be made of it, is, that the offerers of 
ſacrifice did drink of the cup, and partake 
of the table of thoſe gods to whom they 
offered facrifice : and it is affirmed, that the 
thus partaking of the table and cup of the 
one true God, and of the table and cup of 
idol-gods, were inconſiſtent and incompa- 
tible actions, becauſe it is impoſſible, that 
one ſhould be a worſhipper of the one only 
God, and, at the fame time, a worſhipper 
of falſe and fictitious gods. Taking then 
this along with us, St. Paul's words may, 
without having any recourſe to the Author's 
myſtical notion of the ſymbolical nature and 
defign of ſacrifices, be well explained in 
the following manner, viz. the apoſtle had 
been exhorting the Corinthians to flee from 
idolatry; and was ſhewing them, that, 
if they did eat of thoſe ſacrifices which 
were offered to idols, they did, by that act, 
commit idolatry, and make it evident, that 
they 
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they were worſhippers of thoſe idols. The. 


Jews, by eating of thoſe ſacrifices of peace- 
offerings, which were offered to the one 
true God, partook of his altar and table; 


and, by this act of religious worſhip, ap- 


pointed by the one true God, they ſhewed 
that they were worſhippers of him, and not 
idolaters. In like manner, the Gentiles, 


by eating of the ſacrifices, or partaking of 
the table of demons, or idol-gods, made 


it manifeſt, by this act of idolatrous worſhip, 


that they were idolaters, or worſhippers of 


thoſe dæmons, and not of the one only true 
God. Now, as the apoſtle argues, tis im- 
poſſible, that chriſtians ſhould drink of the 
Lord's cup, and of the cup of dæmons, and 
partake of the table of both; that is, be 
worſhippers of the one only true God, and, 
at the ſame time, worſhippers of idol-gods, 
without acting a moſt abſurd and inconſiſ- 
tent part, fince no perſon can be accounted, 
or really be, a worſhipper of the one true 
God, as ſuch, who, by acts of worſhip, 


performed to other gods beſides him, ac- 


| knowledgeth their divinity, and, conſe- 
quently, more gods than one. This I take 
to be the true ſenſe of St. Paul's words. 
And I can perceive nothing in it, that is, in 


the leaſt, favourable to our Author's myſ- 


tical notion of the meaning and deſign of 
ſacrifices, as being ſymbols of r 
and federal rites, 

T he 
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The Author, as a further confirmation of 
his notion of the ſymbolical nature and de- 
ſign of facrifices, ſays, © Sometimes this 
% manner of :engaging in friendſhip was ex- 
<« preſſed by nothing more than drinking, 
te without any eating together. The pro- 


ce phet Jeremiah ſays, The Chaldeans, which 


e fight againſt this city, ſhall come and ſet fire 


&« on this city, and burn it with the houſes 


| ©. upon whofe roofs they have offered incenſe 


% uno Baal, and poured out drink-offerings 
&* 70 other gods, to provoke me to anger, Chap. 
ce xxxii. 29. In another place, he ſpeaks of 
te the people of Jeruſalem, as having burnt 
« incenſe unto all the hoſt of heaven, and 
« having poured out drink-offerings to other 
ce gods, Chap. xix. 13. His meaning is, 
© they, by this, (7, e. by pouring out 
te drink-offerings) engaged themſelves in 
ce friendſhip with, and obliged themſelves 
ce to ſerve the hoſt of heaven, or Baal, or 
* whatever god they worſhipped, juſt as if 


they had entered into an expreſs covenant 


c 2? 


« with them ©. 
The two places, which our Author here 
23 are produced, in order to prove, 


the gods, is ſometimes expreſſed by nothing 


more than drinking without any eating to- 


R 2 gether, 
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at the manner of engaging in friendſhip 
and entering into covenant with God, or 
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gether. But it is plain, that they prove no 
ſuch thing : for there is not one word to be 
found in them about drinking together, or 
about any friendſhip or covenant 'that was 
entered into by this rite. So far from this, 
that they only mention the burning of in- 


cenſe, and the pouring out drink-offerings to 


Baal, or other gods, and the hoft of hea- 
ven, as acts of idolatrous worſhip which had 
been practiſed by the Iſraelites. The Au- 
thor, indeed, fays, © His (z. e. the pro- 
* phets) meaning is, they by this (the 
* pouring out drink-offerings) engaged 
* themſelves in friendſhip with, and ob- 
© liged themſelves to ſerve the hoſt of hea- 


«* yen, or Baal, or whatever god they wor- 


* ſhipped, juſt as if they had entered into 
* an expreſs covenant with them.” But 
this interpretation is pure fancy and imagi- 
nation, without any ſupport from the com- 


mon and natural ſignification of the words, 


or from any thing that is affirmed or hinted 
either in the text, or context, or, indeed, 
from common ſenſe. Withal, if the Iſrael- 
ites did really engage in covenant or friend- 
ſhip with thoſe idol-gods by pouring out 
drink-offerings to them, they muſt have 
done the fame by burning incenſe to them ; 
for both are mentioned as being their fin, 
and, conſequently, as being the means by 
which they engaged in covenant with thoſe 
idols, if, indeed, they did engage in cove- 
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nant with them. Wherefore the Author, 
if he intends to make any thing out of theſe 
texts that is for his purpoſe, will have more 
work upon his hands than he was aware of; 
for it will be incumbent on him to prove, 
not that drinking together, but that the 
Ferne out of drink-offerings, and the 
burning of incenſe, both of them; and the 
one as much as the other, were ſymbols of 
friendſhip, and fœderal rites. I thall ſay 
nothing further here, but only that an Au- 
thor, ;who is thus forced to produce texts, 
in which nothing is {aid about drinking to- 
gether, to prove that drinking together was 
a ſymbol of friendſhip and a, fœderal rite, 
in the affair of ſacrifices, appears to be much 

uzzled to find out any proper evidence, and 
expoſes the weakneſs of his awn cauſe. 
The Author next ſays, that to conceive 
of drinking together to have been a ſymbol 
of friendſhip, and a fœderal rite, will 
help us to underſtand a paſſage in Iſaiab, 
«© Chap. xxx. 1. which we tranſlate, 70 
cover with a covering, but not of my ſpirit.” 
but which, he ſays, may be tranſlated, 
that pour out a libation, but not after my 
« mind.” And thinks, that the pouring 
out this libation to the gods of Egypt was 
a fœderal rite, and a manner of engaging 
in friendſhip and covenant with them.. 
Icy. K 3 - =_M_ 
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Answ, I will not diſpute with the learned ü 


Author about the propriety and juſtneſs of 
his tranſlation of this paſſage. T freely 


grant, that the Hebrew will bear it. But 


then I muſt obſerve, that, thus rendered, 
it conduces nothing either to the illuſtration 
or confirmation of his opinion about the 
{ymbolical nature and deſign of ſacrifices : 
for it ſays nothing about the gods of Egypt 
and the Jews drinking together ; much leſs 


about their drinking together, as being a. 


ſymbol of friendſhip, and a fœderal rite, 
by which they engaged in friendſhip or cove- 
nant together; but only mentions the pour- 
ing out a libation to the gods of Egypt as 


an act of idolatry, of which the Jews had 


been guilty, 

To ſupport and ſtrengthen his opinion 
further, the Author next endeavours to 
prove, that the Heathen conſidered ſacri- 
fices as being ſymbols of friendſhip, and 
federal rites*. But as I am not here en- 


quiring after Heathen opinions, but ſcrip- 
tute-doctrines, I ſhall paſs over this part of 


his performance without examining it. 

The Author proceeds thus, ““ Suppoſing 
* now that eating and drinking together 
* were the known ordinary ſymbols of 
ot friendſhip, and were the ufual rites of 
ki engaging in covenants and leagues, and 


"I 
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* of renewing and ratifying friendſhips, it 
© will not be difficult to account from hence 
for the origin of ſacrifices. The fact is 
certain, that to eat and drink together 
“was the ancient manner of men's engag- 


ing in friendſhip with one another; and 


** therefore it is natural to conceive that they 
© ſhould take the ſame method, and ob- 
*© ſerve the ſame rite, in engaging in friend- 
* ſhip with God: and if they imagined 
* that the gods did eat with them, as well 
* as they did eat with the gods, they would 
make the ſame rites ſerve for amity and 


<« friendſhip with them, as they did with one 
another “. 


ANsw. This way of accounting for the 
origin of ſacrifices cannot, in reaſon, be ad- 
mitted, till it be firſt proved, that eating and 
drinking together were, among men, the 
known ordinary ſymbols of friendſhip, and 
the uſual rites of engaging in covenants and 
leagues, and of renewing and ratifying 
friendſhips, at the time when the oblation 
of ſacrifices was firſt introduced as a mode 
of worſhip. And this is what ſtill remains 
undone; for all the tranſactions and alluſions, 
which the Author has produced as proofs 


of this point, are, as I have before ſhewed, 
too late for his purpoſe, by the ſpace of two 
thouſand years and upwards. And, which 
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is ſtill more unlucky for him, thoſe tranſ- 
actions and alluſions, upon which he grounds 
his proof, do not even prove, that eating 
and drinking together was uſed as a ſymbol 


of friendſhip, or a federal rite, in thoſe 


very ages when they happened, and were 
made; as is manifeſt from the foregoing 
examination of them: and, therefore, the 
Author affirms too much, much more than 
he has proved, or, I think, than can be 


proved, when he ſays, © The fact is cer- 


<«' tain, that to eat and drink together was 
* the ancient manner of men's engaging in 
<* friendſhip with one another,” Moreover, 
although eating and drinking together had 
really been the ancient manner of| men's en- 


gaging in covenants and friendſhips with one 


another; Yet it is not natural to conceive, 
te that they would take the ſame method, 


* and obſerve the ſame rite, in engaging in 


*© friendſhip and entering into covenant with 
God, ſo long as they retained any juſt 
and true notion of his ſpiritual and all-per- 
fet nature. Men may eat and drink; and, 


by eating and drinking, their bodys are 


nouriſhed, their life preſerved, and their 
frame ſtrengthened and exhilarated ; for 
which reaſons, it is not unnatural to con- 
ceive, that eating and drinking together 
might have been a ſymbol of friendſhip be- 
tween man and man, or men and men, and 
a rite by which they entered into 
i an 
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and engaged in friendſhips with one another. 
But then, God is a pure and all- perfect ſpirit, 
and, as ſuch, incapable of eating and drink- 
ing, or of receiving any refreſhment or be- 
nefit from ſuch actions. And, therefore, 
though the men of old had really made uſe 
of eating and drinking together as a ſymbol 
of friendſhip, and as a fœderal rite, in en- 
gaging in covenants and friendſhips with 
one another; yet it is altogether unnatural 
to conceive, that they would take the ſame 
method, and obſerve the ſame rite, in en- 
gaging in, renewing, and keeping up friend- 
ſhip with God. Before they did this, they 
muſt, according to the Author's own con- 
feſſion, have imagined, that the gods did 
cat with them, as well as they did cat with 
the gods; which, as far as it relates to the 
one true God, is a moſt groſs and abſurd 
imagination, deſtitute of all truth, incon- 
ſiſtent with the ſpirituality of the divine 
nature, and calculated to promote in men's 
minds a groſs and wrong conception of it: 
and withal, ſuch an imagination as the Jews 
were-particularly cautioned againſt by God 
himſelf, Vill J eat the fleſh of bulls, er 
drink the blood of goats? Pſal. I. 13. 

To ſupport this notion of the ſymbolical 
nature and deſign of facrifices, the Author 
next endeavours to prove, that it was the 
opinion of the Heathen world, that their 

gods 
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gods did eat of the ſacrifices which were of- 
fered to them. | 
ANsw. I ſhall not contend with the learn- 
ed Author about this point, fince the opi- 
nion of Heathens, in an affair of this nature, 


after they had loſt the knowledge of the 


unity of God, and had imbibed groſs and 


abſurd notions of the nature of deity, par- 
ticularly, that of the. God's eating and 
drinking after the manner of men, deſerves 


little regard, and cannot rationally be thought 
to be deciſive in this point: eſpecially, con- 


ſidering that the oldeſt voucher, which the 
Author produces of this opinion among the 
Heathen, is Homer, who wrote after the 
deſtruction of Troy, and conſequently, above 


three thouſand years after ſacrifices had begun 


to be offered. But, if I may ſpeak my 
mind freely, about this notion of eating and 
drinking gods, which was received in the 
heathen world; I am apt to think, that it 
_ owed its being and origin to the policy and 
artifice of their prieſts, who, to ſqueeze from 
the people a handſome and plentiful main- 
tenance for themſelves, infuſed the notion 
into their minds, that the gods were great 
eaters and drinkers. If the apocryphal ſtory 
of the deſtruction of Bel and the dragon, or 


the opinion of thoſe who forged it, deſerve 


any regard, tis plain, that it was with a view 
. . to 
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to ſuch a maintenance, that the prieſts of 
Bel made the people believe, that that god 
was ſuch a voracious eater and drinker, as to 
conſume every day fwelue great meaſures of 
fie flower, forty ſheep, and fix veſſels of wine. 
See the hiſtory itſelf, ver: 3—22. And, in 
fact, it is reported, that, in later ages, the 
Indian Bramins, with the fame view, in- 
fuſe into the minds of the people the ſame 
notion, that their gods are great eaters and 
But to ſupport his ſentiments, the Author 
» advances ſomething which is more to his 
” purpoſe, if there was any truth in it. He 
ſays, * This language ſo common among 
| 5 A S041 the 
, h «© Compluribus e plebe, idola admodum edacia, 
„ perſuadent (ſciz, Brachmanes :) ideoque pecuniam 
| «< 3pfis, et varia eſculentorum genera' adferenda, per- 
« ſuadent. Hoc nimirum comments ſibi, ſuiſque, vic- 
tum large procurant. | Hinc bis quotidie nimis cre- 
« dulum vulgus, per domeſticos, nummum diis offert, 
& Illi verò furioſorum more ſaltantes, ſiſtratique, epu- 
„ ]antur, Tunc idola cibum capere, miſeris perſua- , 
<«' dentes. Et ne quid ſibi ſuiſve deſit, idola efle vehe- 14 
“ menter irata, populo denunciant, quod imperata non | 1 

ce fiant; et niſi deos placet muneribus, fore confirmant, [ 


ce ut aut occidantur ab illis, aut calamitatibus affici- 1 
&« antur, aut in ipſorum ædes immittantur dæmonia. 4 


« His eos technis in errore metuque detinent. Quod 
te quidem interdum etiam eorum aliqui non diſſimu- 
c Jant ; ſed egeſtate fe purgare conantur, quod, præ- 
cc ter ſaxea iſta idola, nihil in bonis habent.” Via 
Joannis Metelli præfationem in hiſtoriam Hieronymi Oſo- 
rii, Epiſcopi \foluenſis, de rebus ab Emmanuele, Luſtania 
rege, geſtis, ad Antonium Auguſtinum Archiepi ſcopum 
e 3 Coloniz Edit, Am. 1586. Fol. 31. 
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* the Heathen, of the gods eating of the 
t ſacrifices offered to them, is very ſimilar 
* to that of the ſacred writings, where ſa- 
« critices are called the bread or the food of 
God. Thus Levit. xxi. 6, 8. The prieſts 


« are to be holy wnto their Bod, and not to 
46. profane t the name of their God, for the * 


70 ji Ke of tlie Lord made 9; fire, and the 
t bread of their God, bey do offer, —Theu 
t ſhalt ſanbtiſy him, for: he offereth the 


& bread of thy God. And in the ſame chap- 


ce ter, tis expreſly ordered, that no man that 
ce hath a blemiſ of the ſced of Aaron the prieſt, 
& ſhall came. nigb to offer-the offerings of the 


«© Lord made by, fire; — He ſholl not come nigh 
*'to offer the bread of his God, v. 21. 2 


might eat the bread of God, v. 22. though 


bs might” not come nigh to offer it. 
&© What is called, in this chapter, the add 
of God, is not to be confined to the Min- 
cha, or what is called the meat- offering; 
„ but it ſignifies whatever was burnt upon 
<« the altar, Thus the peace - offering of the 
e flock made by fire, conſiſting of a lamb, 
« the fat and inwards and rump of which 
de was burnt upon the altar, is called, 

e food of the offering made by fire unto the 
* Lord, Levit. iti. 11, The prophet Ezekiel 
te interprets.the bread of God to be the fat 
* and the bleed, Chap. xliv. 7, And the 
< prophet Malachi 3 it in the ſame 


*« manner, — Z offer polluted bread IF mine 


* altar, Chap. 18 by which he * 


—— 
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* offerings that were torn, and lame, and 
« fick, ver, 13. offerings highly improper'to 
* be put upon the Lord's table. Vide Levit. 
“ xXit. 24, 25. God himfelf, likewiſe, 
<« ſpeaks in the ſame manner, Command the 
&* children of Ifrael, and ſay unto them, m 
tt offering, my bread for my ſacriices made 
« by fire for a feet ſavour to me, ſhall ye 
t obferve to offer unto me in their due ſeaſon, 
« Numb, xxviii. 2. All eatables are called 
«* in ſcripture, bread; and as all facrifices 
e made by fire are deemed the bread or the 
* food of God, what was conſumed upon 
te the Altar, was God's ſhare, or portion; 
* and the reft was the prieft's or the 'own- . 
« er's ſhare; and thus they all did eat at the 
te ſame table. r 
As w. It is no where faid, that the peace- 
offering is the food of the offering made by 
fire, as our Anthor affirms. We find in- 
deed, Levit. iii. 11-16. that the rump of 
the peace- offering, the caul above the liver, 
the kidneys, the fat upon the caul, and upon 
the illia and inwards, are called the food of 
the offering made by fire unto the Lord. 
And probably they are ſo called becauſe, be- 
ing fat and combuſtible, they were the chief 
means by which the fire was fed and nou- 
riſhed whereby this oblation was barnt and 
conſumed. Bat, whatever becomes of this 
conjecture, it is certain, that, in the Fre 
| 119 x . Y F F Te red 
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referred to, neither the peace - offering itſelf, 


nor thoſe paris of it which were burnt upon 
the altar, are called the food of God. And, 
therefore, theſe texts make nothing for the 
Author's purpoſe. =, YL 

I muſt, indeed, acknowledge, that, in the 
other texts, mentioned by the Author, in 
ſome of them at leaſt, ſacrifices are called 
the bread or meat of God. Nevertheleſs, 


I can ſee no reaſon for thinking, that this 


- 
Y | 


language of the ſcripture is ſimilar to that 
among the heathen, who ſpake of their gods - 


as cating of the ſacrifices which were offered 


unto them: for God is no where ſaid to eat 


of any ſacrifice that was offered to him. And 
ſay, that | ſacrifices are called the bread or 


food of God, yet this doth not come up to 


the Author's purpoſe, becauſe ſacrifices might 
very properly be called the bread of God, 
not becauſe he did eat of them, or was to 
be conceived of as eating of them, but only 

becauſe they were eatables which had become 
his property, either by the gift of the offerers, 
or as forfeits for their fins, The truth is, 
ſacrifices were eatables which in the ſtricteſt 
ſenſe, were God's property. He had, there- 
fore the fole and entire diſpoſal of them, 


No perſon could appropriate any of them, or 


any part of any of them, to his own private 
uſe without a ſpecial grant from him. On theſe 
accounts, ſacrifices are very juſtly called the 
bread or meat of God : and they, who had 

= oy 


„ „% mm wes ewes 6 2 


"2 di — pom—_— Y — I 3 * 


2 a _—_—Y 


any ſhare of them granted to them for food, 

are, with great propriety, ſaid to eat the 
bread of God, the bread which was his pro- 
perty, and which no perſon might eat with- 
out a ſpecial grant from him. There is, 
therefore, no reaſon at all for admitting the 
Author's horrid hypotheſis, vi. That ſacri- 


fices are called the bread or food of God, be- 


cauſe he did eat of them. 

There is one thing farther which deſerves 
remark here; and that is, that the general 
concluſion, which the Author draws from 
the texts of this claſs, is ſo unguarded that 
one knows not how to underſtand it, -or what 
to make of it. He ſays, ** As all ſacrifices 
* made by fire are deemed the bread or food 


of God, what was conſumed on the altar 


ce was God's ſhare or portion; and the reſt 
ce was the prieſt's or the owner's ſhare : and 
© thus they all did eat at the ſame table.“ 
Now if, by the part conſumed on the altar's 
being God's ſhare or portion, the Author 
means, as he muſt do, that it was the part 
of the ſacrifice which God did eat: this 
is falſe in itſelf, and there is nothing in the 
ſcriptures that gives any countenance to ſuch 
a groſs conceit, as we have ſeen already. 

Again, if, by the reſt's being the prieſt's or 
the owner's ſhare, he means, as his hypo- 


. theſis requires he ſhould, that this was the 


caſe in all ſacrifices; this is not true; becauſe 
there were ſacrifices of which ne the 


prieſt 
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prieſt nor the owners had any ſhare at all : 
or, if he means, that there were ſome ſacri- 
fices of which the prieſt had a ſhare, but 
not the owners ; and other ſacrifices, of which 


both the prieſt and the owners had their 


proper and reſpective ſhares to eat; this is ve- 
ry true: but then it comes not up to the Au- 
thor's purpoſe, becauſe, in all theſe ſacrifices 


of which the owners had no ſhare to eat, 


(and theſe were many,) the owners and God 
could not eat together, nor, conſequently. 
engage in, or renew friendſhip by this rite. 


' Laſtly, fince there were facrifices (particu- 


larly, thoſe which the high-prieſt offered 
for the ſins of himſelf and family, and for 
the ſins of the congregation; and all burnt- 
offerings without exception) of which nei- 
ther prieſt nor owner had any ſhare to eat; 
fince there were other ſacrifices (all thoſe 
that were offered for particular fins commit- 
ted by perſons who were not prieſts) of which 
the owners had no ſhare to eat; ſince there 
were no facrifices, but the peace-offerings 
only, of which both the prieſt and the own- 
ers had a ſhare to eat; and, withal, ſince 
God neither did, nor could, eat any part of 
any facrifice ; with what propriety or truth 
could the Author ſay, thus they all (God, 
prieſt, and owners) did (in the affair of ſas 
erifices) eat at the ſame table? But ſome 
grains of allowance muſt be made to him for 


this 


APPENDIX I 27 
this round and unguarded aſſertion, ſince his 
hypotheſis required him to ſay ſo much, and 
the ſaying leſs would not have anſwered his 

urpoſe. 

The Author now comes to his general 
concluſion from the foregoing premiſes, which 
he endeavours to ſtrengthen by ſome new 
matter. Eating chen, ſays he, of a ſa- 
* crifice implied a ſtate of friendſhip betwixt 
the offerer and God: and agreeably to the 
« ſame manner or cuſtom, the temple or 
* tabernacle was God's houſe, the palace of 
ce the great king: the prieſts, that miniſtred 
cc to him, were his ſervants, who went be- 
e tween him and his people: the altar is 
& called the table of the Lord, Mal. i. 12. 
* And the offerings are called the bread of 
«God: Lo eat; therefore, of the ſacrifi- 
& fices offered to God, was to cat at his ta- 
« ble, and of his bread. Now the owners 
« of all peace-ofterings, having a certain 
* ſhare for themſelves to eat, at the ſame 
e time that other parts were conſumed on 
« God's table, as it were by him, Hence 
« thoſe who offered thoſe ſacrifices were 
« looked upon as in a ſtate of friendſhip | 
with God, and as partaking of the known 
ce ſymbols of friendſhip, and thus in Peace 
e with him.“ 

ANsw. If, by eating of a facrifice, the 


Author means, as he muſt do, eating of a 
8 ſacrifice 
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facrifice with God; eating of a ſacrifice ne- 
ver did, never couid, imply a ſtate of friend- 
ſhip betwixt God and the offerer : the rea- 
ſons are obvious, viz. becauſe there were 
many ſacrifices of which the offerers had no 
ſhare to eat, and becauſe God never did, in 
any caſe, or in any ſenſe, eat of any facri- 


fice : for if the offerers, in many caſes, did 


not cat of thoſe ſacrifices which they offered, 


and if God did, in no caſe, eat of any ſacri- 
fice with them; tis plain, that God and the - 


offerers of ſacrifice did, in no caſe, eat to- 
beider conſequently that his and their eat- 

of a ſacrifice together never did, never 
ok imply a ſtate of friendſhip betwixt 
them, or any thing elſe.— The Author, 


lays, * Agreeably to the ſame manner 


or cuſtom, (i. e. of engaging in friendſhip 
e bycating and drinking together,) the tem- 
ce ple or tabernacle was God's houſe, the 
« palace of the great king: the prieſts, that 
«© miniſtred to him, were his ſervants, who 
went between him and his people: the 
de altar is called the table of the Lord; and 
4e the offerings are called the bread of God. 


© Jo eat, therefore, of the ſacrifices offered 
© to God, was, to eat at his table, and of 


his bread.” Now all this (both the pre- 
miſes and the concluſion) is true: and yet, 
what the Author aims at, and, indeed, the 
only thing that can anſwer his purpoſe, 
will not follow, vis. That the temple or 
| tabernacle 
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tabernacle was called God's houſe, or the 
prieſts his ſervants, or the altar his table, or 
the offerings his bread ; or that the eating 
of ſacrifices was to be conſidered as eating 
at his table, and of his bread, agreeably to 


the manner and cuſtom of men's engaging 


in friendſhips and entering into covenants by 
eating together. For in all this language, 
there can be no alluſion to ſuch a cuſtom 
among men, becauſe there never was any 
ſuch cuſtom in being ; alſo becauſe there were 
many facrifices of which the offerers had no 
ſhare to eat; and becauſe. God did never eat 
of any ſacrifice with the offerer. The on- 
ers, indeed, of peace-ofterings, had a certain 
ſhare of thoſe - ſacrifices to eat, while other 


parts of them were burnt to aſhes upon the 


altar. But then the parts, which were burnt 
upon the altar, were not eaten by God ; 
and, therefore, although the offerers did 
eat their own ſhare, and might be ſaid to 
eat at God's table, and of his bread ; yet 
God and they did not eat together ; conſe- 
quently, no covenant was entered into, nor 
friendſhip engaged in, by their eating toge- 
ther ; of courſe, the offerers eating their 
ſhare was no ſymbol of friendſhip with God ; 
in the Author's ſenſe. The Author's aſſer- 
tion, that the parts, which were conſumed 
by fire upon the -altar, were conſumed (or 
eaten) as it were by God; is a pure conceit 


of his own, and ſuch a conceit as is ſcarcely 
8 2 conſiſtent 
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conſiſtent with common ſenſe: for how 
that which was reduced to aſhes by the fire 
of the altar, ſhould in any ſenſe, be conſumed 
or eaten by God, is what I cannot compre- 

hend ; eſpecially, conſidering that that fire 
was not the ſhechinah, or ſymbol of the 
divine preſence 

Thus I have, carefully examined what- 
ever the Author has advanced to prove, 
upon the ſuppoſition, that eating and drink- 
ing together were cuſtomary ſymbols of 
friendſhip and fœderal rites among men; it 
1s natural to conceive, that they would take 
the ſame method, and obſerve the ſame rites, 
in engaging in, and renewing friendſhip 
with God, and 'make the ſame rites ſerve 
for amity and friendſhip with him, as they 
did with one another; and that, in fact, 
they did ſo. And, I think, that upon a 
careful review of the anſwers which have 
been made to every part of his reaſoning upon 
theſe two points, it will appear to every judi- 
cious and unprejudiced perſon, that he has 
utterly failed in his provk of both. I now 


Roe to 


. 
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SECTION III. 


Containing an examination of the fact, Whe- 
ther God and the offerers of ſacrifices, did, 
or did not, eat together of theſe ſacrifices. 


1 A M now to examine, whether God and 

the offerers of ſacrifices did, or did not, 
eat together of theſe ſacrifices ; and, conſe- 
_ quently, whether their eating together of 
them, was, or was not, a ſymbol of friend- 
ſhip betwixt them, and a fœderal rite by 
which they engaged in, renewed, and kept 
up friendſhip with one another. 

Firſt. As to God; 'tis clear, that he is a 
pure, immaterial, and all- perfect ſpirit, and, 
as ſuch, incapable of eating and drinking in 
a literal ſenſe. Nor is there any reaſon to 
conceive that he did eat or drink of the ſa- 
_ crifices which were offered to him, in a fi- 
gurative or ſymbolical ſenſe ; becauſe, though 
thoſe parts of ſacrifices, which he is ſuppo- 
ſed to have eaten and drank, were conſumed 
upon his altar, yet neither the altar, nor the 
fire by which they were conſumed upon it, 
were the ſhechinah, or the ſymbol of his 
being and preſence. Beſides, ſuch a repre- 
ſentation of an eating and drinking god, had 
any ſuch thing been intended, would have 
had a tendency to efface the notion of the 

| 83 pure 
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pure ſpirituality of his nature, in the minds 
of his worſhippers, and to make them con- 
ceive of him as a material and corruptible 
being. | AE ES 

To ſoften and palliate this, and the other 
abſurdities and ill conſequences, with which 
his notion of the ſymbolical nature and de- 
fign of ſacrifices is embarraſſed, our Author 
tells us, That the cuſtoms of the world 
had made ſacrifice (which he ſuppoſes to 
© have been the dapes, or epulz, of which 
© God and the offerers did eat and drink 
* together) the ordinary way of addreſſing 
„ God.—And as this cuſtom of ſacrificing 
* was ſpread every where, God, in his wiſ- 
dom, would, not aboliſh this manner 
«« of worſhip, but laid hold of it to keep 
% his people a holy people, ſeparate from 
* the reſt of mankind, and free from the 
*« ſuperſtitions of the world. And this he 
* did in ſuch a manner as would moſt cer- 
* tainly have its due effect. The Jews, 
* therefore, were permitted, in a certain 
*. meaſure, to uſe ſuch cuſtoms as were uni- 
e verſal; and, at the ſame time, by having 
sa peculiar inſtitution, different from their 
** neighbours, they were kept from their 
** 1dolatrys, and were made to ſerve the great 
* ends of providence in the world *,” 


ANSW, 
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Axsw. This account of the origin, and 
of the reaſon of the inſtitution of jewiſh 
ſacrifices, is obnoxious to vatious objections 
of great weight: but the only one which I 
have occaſion to take notice of here, is, that 
had it been the real deſign of ſacrifices to 
_ Exhibit God and the offerers of them as eat- 
ing and drinking together, and, conſequently, 

to infuſe into the minds of men a wrong and 
groſs notion of the nature of God, as being 


corporeal and corruptible ; tis more proba- 


ble, that God would have entirely aboliſhed 
that mode of worſhip, than have continued 
it, or permitted the continuance of it, in 
condeſcenſion to thoſe prejudices in its fa- 
vour, which had ſprung from general prac- 
tice and univerſal cuſtom. We never find 
God, in other caſes, ſo extremely complai- 
fant to the prejudices of men and the cuſ- 
toms of the world, as to inſtitute modes of 
worſhip of a bad tendency for the ſake of 
them.— At the time when the law of 
Moſes was given to the Jews, we find, that 
mankind were as univerſally accuſtomed to 
idol-worſhip, as to ſacrificing : and that the 
prejudice of the Jews in favour of this wrong 
way of worſhip, was as ſtrong as it poſſibly 
. could be in favour of the rite of ſacrificing : 
and yet, becauſe idolatry was a wrong mode 
of worſhip, as having a tendency to corrupt 
and efface men's notion of the unity of deity, 


God thought fit, in oppoſition to univerſal 
S 4 cuſtom, 
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cuſtom, and the prejudices of the Jews 
themſelves, to aboliſh idol-worſhip, and 
forbid the practice of it. If ſo; it will be 
hard to give a reaſon why he did not, like- 
wiſe, utterly aboliſh the way of worſhipping 
by ſacrifice, provided that mode of worſhip 
had ſuch a direct and natural tendency to 
eradicate out of the minds of men a juſt no 
tion of the ſpirituality and incorruptibility 
of his own nature, as it muſt have had, ac- 
cording to our Author's notion of the uſe _ 
and deſign of it ——-Again, at the time of 
the introduction of the Goſpel-ſtate, the 
mode of ſacrificing was as univerſal, as it 
was at the time when the law of Moſes was 
given; and men, every where, wete as te- 
nacious of it, as mad upon it, and as unwill- 
ing to part with it, as ever they had been at 
any former time: and yet God, inſtead of 
paying any manner of regard to this general 
cuſtom of the world, or to the ſtrong and 
inveterate prejudices of men in its favour, 
did utterly aboliſh that mode of worſhip, 
without minding or regarding any inconve- 
niencies or.bad conſequences which might 
ariſe from the abolition of it. And this he 
did, not becauſe this mode of worſhip had 


any thing in its nature that was abſurd or 


irrational; ſince the Jews, for many ages, had 
practiſed it upon the footing of his own in- 
junction and inſtitution: but only becauſe, 
being a part of a more imperfect ſcheme, it 

Was 
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was unfit for being admitted as a; part of a 
more perfect and excellent diſpenſation of 
religion, which he was then erecting under 
Jeſus the Meſſiah, for the general good and 
benefit, not of one nation only or chiefly, 
but of all mankind. The firſt of theſe two 
inſtances, ſhews us, that God is not led by 
the cuſtoms of the world, and the prejudi- 
ces of men, to adopt any thing, as a reli- 
gum inſtitution, that has a tendency to ef- 
ace juſt notions of his own nature and attri- 
butes : conſequently, that he would not have 
inſtituted ſacrifices as a mode of worſhip, 
if the deſign of that inſtitution had been 
to make men conceive of him as an eatin 
and drinking God. The ſecond inſtance 
makes it equally evident, that no cuſtoms of 
the world, no prejudices of men, how ge- 
neral ſoever, can induce God to adopt any 
thing, as a religious inſtitution, but what 
is fit for anſwering his own end and inten- 
tion in that diſpenſation of religion into 
which it is taken. And both, taken toge- 
ther, ſhew us, that God was not induced, 
merely by the cuſtoms of the world and 
the prejudices of men to adopt facrifices as 
modes of religious worſhip ; conſequently, 
that our Author's account of the origin, and 
of the reaſon of the inſtitution of Jewiſh- 
ſacrifices, is imaginary, and entirely without 
foundation, 


Upon 
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Upon the whole, it appears, I think, 
that God could not eat with the offerers of 


ſacrifice in a literal ſenſe, and that, in fact, 


he did not eat with them in a figurative or 
ſymbolical ſenſe; conſequently, that his 
and their eating together of ſacrifices, as 
the dapes or furniture of a table, neither 
was, nor could be, a ſymbol of friendſhip 
betwixt them, or a federal rite whereby 
they engaged in, renewed, and kept up 
friendſhip with one another, | 
Secondly, As to the offerers of ſacrifice ; 


we are now to enquire, how far they were 


permitted to eat or drink, or did actually eat 
or drink, any part of thoſe things which 


they offered in ſacrifice. And, in examining 


this point, we ſhall find, that there was a 
long tract of time, in which it doth not 


appear that they had any ſhare of the things, 


which they thus offered, to eat or drink ; 
and that when they came, at laſt, to have 


a ſhare of one ſpecies of Gcrifice to eat, 


there were other ſpecies of ſacrifices inſti- 
tuted, of which they were not permitted to 
eat any ſhare; and theſe, ſuch ſacrifices as 
were of the piacular kind; and intended to 
be the means of engaging in, and renewing 


friendſhip with God. 
Firſt, There was a long tract of time, 


in which it doth not appear that the offerers 


of ſacrifices had any ſhare of the ſacrifices 


which they offered, to eat or drink, vis. 
from 
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from the time in which Cain and Abel of- 
fered their reſpective oblations to God, 
down to the days of Jacob, if not much 
lower. For during this whole period of 
time, which comprehends above two thou- 
ſand years, we have, in ſacred hiſtory, no 
account of any perſon who did eat any 
| ſhare of any ſacrifice which was offered by 
him; nor, indeed, is there any mention 
made of peace-offerings as being then in 
uſe, the only ſpecies of ſacrifice of which 
the owners were ever allowed a ſhare of for 
their own uſe. Wherefore it doth not ap- 
pear, that the offerers of ſacrifice, through 
this whole period of time, did eat or drink 
with God ; or that the ſacrifices which they 
offered were the dapes of a table, at which 
he and they eat and drank together, and, as 
ſuch, ſymbols of friendſhip and fœderal 
rites. 

The Author, to extricate himſelf from 
this difficulty, faith, Though it be true 

© that we meet with no expreſs mention of 
te peace-offerings before the law, and it 


« may ſeem ſtrange that we have no ac- 
ce count of them, when holocauſts are ſo 


ce often mentioned; yet this is no argument 
* to prove that there were no ſuch things 
ce in practice. In an hiſtory of two thou- 
« fand two hundred years, or more, there 
e js no notice taken of any ſacrifice at all, 


“above five or ſix times: and in ſo race 
6 and 


40 
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© and conciſe an account of facts, one muſt 
* not wonder if no mention is made of the 
% ſeveral ſorts of ſacrifices, or the various 
e rites uſed on ſuch occaſions *.” And 
agreeably to this hypotheſis, he tells us in 
another place, that both Cain and Abel 
« did eat of their oblations . To all 
which I anſwer, that, in theſe paſſages, the 
Author doth not produce hiſtory, or evi- 
dence, but only ſuppoſes and forges facts 
without any hiſtory or evidence. This 
manner of arguing clearly ſhews us, what 
filly and wretched ſhifts men, even of ſenſe 
and genius, are, ſometimes, driven to make 
uſe of, to ſupport a favourite Pn, 
which they have adopted. | 
Secondly, When we come lower down to 

the days of Moſes, we find, a law was 
given to the children of Iſrael, in which 
we have an account given of the divine in- 
ſtitution of ſeveral ſpecies of ſacrifices, viz. 

burnt-offerings, {in-offerings, treſpaſs- offer. 
ings, and peace-offerings : which are all 
the ſorts of ſacrifices which are mentioned 
in that law. To theſe I ſhall add meat-of- 
ferings and drink-offerings, becauſe, accord- 
ing to the Author's definition, they are true 
and proper ſacrifices; though, indeed, they 
were no more than appendages of the burnt- 


offerings and peace-offerings. Here then 
we 
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we are to conſider, what ſhare of theſe ſe- 
veral ſorts of ſacrifices the offerers had to 
eat or drink. | 408 

(I.) As to burnt-offerings : this ſpecies 
of ſacrifices had meat-offerings and drink- 
offerings annexed to it, Lev. xxiii, 12, 13, 
18, Numb, xv. 1—12, 24. and Chapters 
XXViii. and xxix. Here then, there was, 
in our Author's phraſe, the full apparatus of 
a table, fleſh, bread, and wine: but then 
the owner of the ſacrifice was nothing the 
better for it; for he was not permitted to 
eat or drink any part of theſe proviſions. 
The whole apparatus was diſpoſed of in the 
following manner, vis. The blood of the 
ſacrifical animal was ſprinkled round about 
upon the altar, and all the other parts of its 
body were conſumed to aſhes upon it by 
fire, Levit. chap. i. and chap. viii. 18—21. 
ix. 12—24.—The meat-offering annexed 
to this ſacrifice, if the prieſt was the owner 
of it, was wholly burnt upon the altar, 
Levit. vi. 23. And if any other perſon was 
the owner of it, a memorial of it was burnt 
upon the altar, and the remainder was the 
prieſt's and his ſons, Levit. ii. 2, 3, 9, 10. 


vii. 9, 10. And as to the drink-offerings, 


which were appendages of this ſpecies of 
facrifice, the Author tells us, that they 
were poured out about the altar, particularly, 
at the ſouth-weſt corner of it; for which 
he quotes Ecclus. I. 1 5. and Joſephus's Anti- 

quit. 
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quit. lib. iii. chap. x. where that Author 
jays, they poured the wine (Tex Toy Ewpmor) 
about the altar“. (to which he might have 
added Numb. xxviii. 7. In the holy place 
ſhall thou cauſe the ſtrong wine to be poured 
unto the Lord for a drink-offering.) and to 
the ſame purpoſe, he ſays, © the wine, 
& among the Jews, was poured out about 
« the altar,—and the offerer did not taſte 
« of it in the temple, any more than the 
« prieſts did.“ Here then was a ſpecies - 
of ſacrifice, which, with its appendages, 
furniſhed out the full apparatus of a table, 
fleſh, bread, and wine: and yet, from the 
way and manner in which the whole appa- 
ratus was diſpoſed of, 'tis manifeſt, that it 
was not intended to be an entertainment of 
which God and the offerers were to eat and 
drink together. God did not eat or drink 
any part of it; and the offerers were not 
permitted to have any, even the ſmalleſt, 
ſhare of it for their own uſe. Wherefore, 
the ſacrifices of this ſpecies could not be, in 
the Author's ſenſe, ſymbols of friendſhip 
betwixt God and the offerers, or federal 
rites by which he and they engaged in, re- 
newed, or kept up friendſhip by eating and 
drinking together. | 
(2.) Sin-offerings and - treſpaſs-ofterings 
were other two ſpecies” of ſacrifices, which 
| were 
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were inſtituted by the law of Moſes. And 


here we are to enquire, whether theſe two 
ſpecies of ſacrifices furniſhed: out the appa- 


ratus of a table, and whether God and the 


offerers of them did, or did not, eat or 
drink together, —The Author himſelf tells 
us, that when theſe ſacrifices were made, 
there never was any oblation of fine flower, 
„ no wine, no oil, no frankincenſe *.” And 


to the ſame purpoſe, that the ſin- offering 


* and the treſpaſs- offering had no meat- 
e offering or drink- offering accompanying 
them s. However, in the caſe of a poor 
perſon, (as the Author himſelf acknowledg- 


eth b.) a treſpaſs was expiated, without any 
animal ſacrifice, by the oblation of che tenth 


part of an ephahof fine flower, Levit. v. 11 

—13,—From theſe facts it plainly ap- 
pears, that the ſin-offerings and treſpaſs- 
offerings did not furniſh out the apparatus 
of a table or entertainment, In moſt of 
them fleſh was provided, but there was 'no 
bread, nor any thing to drink. In others, 
ſomething was provided for bread, but there 


was neither fleſh nor drink. So that in all 


theſe ſacrifices, the apparatus of a table was 
not furniſhed, at leaſt, was very poorly fur- 
niſned out,—Again, our Author tells us, 
ce that the owner did not partake of any of 
e theſe ſacrifices, but the prieſts had their 

. © portions, 
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«portions, and the reſt was burnt i. The 
firſt part of this laſt aſſertion is abſolutely 
and univerſally true ; but the latter part of 
it is not: for, after the proper parts of thoſe 
ſin-offerings, which were offered for the 
prieſt and his family, and for the congrega- 
tion, were burnt upon the altar, all the 
other parts of them, the ſkin, fleſh, head, 
legs, inwards, and the very dung, were car- 
ried out of the camp or city, and there 


burnt to aſhes, ſo that the prieſts had no 


ſhare of them, any more than the owners. 
Vide, Levit. iv. 3—2 1. ix. 8—t1, 15. Xvi. 
27. But of the other ſin- offerings, and of 
all the treſpaſs-offerings, the prieſts had 


their portion, the reſt was burnt, and the 


owners had nothing. From theſe facts, it 


is clear, that no perſon or perſons, whether 
the prieſt, or the congregation, or any one 
of the people, did eat, or partake of any 
ſhare, of any of theſe fin-offerings or treſ- 


paſs-offerings which they offered for their 


own ſins. Here, again, were two ſpecies' 
of ſacrifice, and ſuch too as were offered, on 


purpoſe, to engage in, and renew friend- 


ſhip with God, of which the owners had 
no ſhare to eat; and, indeed, in which there 
was not the proper apparatus of a table, at 
which God and they might eat and drink 
together. Neither, therefore, of theſe ſpe- 


cies of ſacrifice could, in the Author's 
ſenſe 


. 
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ſea, be ſymbols of friendſhip betwixt 
God and the offerers, or federal rites by 
which he and they engaged in, and renewed 
friendſhip by eating and drinking together. 
(3.) The laſt ſpecies: of ſacrifice, under 
the law of Moſes, which we have to con- 
ſider, is, the peace-offerings. Theſe had 
meat- offerings and drink-ofterings annexed - 
to them, Levit. vii. 11-13. Numb. xv. 2 
12. Here, therefore, was a ſpecies of 
facrifices 'which did furniſh out, what our. 
Author calls, the apparatus of a table. 
And, which is ſtill more to his purpoſe; the 
two kidneys, and the fat upon and about 
them, and upon the inwards; the caul 
above the liver, and the rump, were burnt 
upon the altar; the prieſts had the wave- 
breaſt and the heave-ſhoulder for their part; 
and the offerers or owners had all the reſt 
of the fleſh of the ſacrifice to eat, Levit. 
Ch. iii. and ch. vii. 11 - 18. and ver. 28-36, 
Numb. xviii. 11. Hence it appears, that 
the Author ſpeaks truly, when he faith, 
in peace-offterings, part was burnt; . part 
« was cat by the prieſts; and the remainder 
« the owner had for his own uſe, to enter- 
* tain himſelf, or his friends, as he pleaſed *.” 
Here, therefore, if in any ſacrifices, we 
may expect to find God and the offerers 
eating and drinking together at a table fur- 

| T niſhed 
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niſned out with a proper apparatus. Abd 
yet if we carefully attend to the nature of 
God, and to the way and manner in which 
the proviſions, aforeſaid, were diſpoſed of, 
we ſhall find little reaſon for thinking, ei- 
ther that God and the offerers of theſe ſa- 
crifices did eat and drink together, or that 
their eating and drinking together was the 
principal thing, or any part of the princi- 
pal thing intended. God, as we have al- 


ready ſeen, did not eat or drink any part of 


the proviſions mentioned, either in a literal 
or figurative ſenſe: and for the offerers; 
though they had a part of the fleſh to eat, 
yet they had not a bit of bread, or a ſip of 
drink, to it. The drink- offering was pour- 


ed out about the altar, according to the Au- 


thor's own acknowledgment. And for the 
meat- offering, if it was the prieſt's, the 
whole of it was burnt upon the altar, Levit. 


vi. 23. and if any other perſon was the 


ofterer or owner of it, part of it was burnt 
to aſhes upon the altar, and the prieſts had 
the: whole remainder towards their mainten- 
-anice,: Levit. ii. 2, 3, 9, 10. vi. 15, 16. 
Numb. xvii. 9. - Wherefore, although, in 
the ſacrifices, called peace-offerings, there 
were ſuch eatables and drinkables as uſually 
conſtitute the apparatus of a table, at which 
friends eat and drink together; yet ſuch is 
the nature of God, and ſuch was the way 


and manner in which that apparatus was 


diſpoſed 


5 . 


e 60 


m wy 


. Q. 4 © AO 


APPENDIX II. 275 


diſpoſed of, that there is no room, nor rea- 
ſon, to think, that God and the offerers of 
theſe ſacrifices did eat and drink together; 
or that theſe eatables and drinkables were 
prepared as a feaſt, or entertainment, of 
which both were to partake. To conclude ; ; 
from the nature of God, we may be certain, 
that he did not eat or drink with the offerers 
of this ſpecies of ſacrifice : and, from the 
way and manner in which the hob appa 
ratus was diſpoſed of, it is highly — 
that thoſe ſacrifices were never intended to 
be, in the Author's ſenſe, ſymbols of friend- 
ſhip betwixt God and the offerers ; or fœde- 
ral rites by which he and they engaged in, 
renewed, or kept up friendſhip by eating 
and drinking together. 

But if it Thould be granted, (yea, was it 
really true,) that, in ,peace-offerings, .God ' 
and the offerers did eat and drink together, 

and that their eating and bn together 
was a ſymbol of friendſhip, and a fœderal 
rite, by which they engaged in, renewed, 
and kept up friendſhip with one angcher; 
yet, in all other ſacrifices, (ſuch as burnt- 
offerings, ſin-offerings, and treſpaſs- offer- 
ings,) of which the owners had no ſhare to 
eat or drink, this cannot be alledged with 
any. ſhew or appearance of reaſon. For 
where the owners had no ſhare to eat or 
drink, there God and they could not cat or 
drink together ; conſequently, their eating 

1 1 2 | and 
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and dripking together (there being no ſuch 
thing) could not be a ſymbol of friendſhip, 
or a fœderal rite, by which they engaged 
in, renewed, or kept up friendſhip with one 
another. This difficulty comes often in our 
Author's way; and, it being a dead weight 
upon his whole ſyſtern, he uſes ſeveral ſhifts 
to get rid of it. I ſhall here exhibit and 
conſider the chief of them. | 

Firft.” Our Author, in order to bew, 


that his notion of the ſymbolical uſe and 


deſign of ſacrifices, is applicable to theſe 
ſacrifices of which the owners had no ſhare 
to eat or drink, argues in a pretty ſtrange 
and uncommon manner, He fays, '* When 


* a burnt-offering was brought] the _— | 


© that offered it, looked upon himſelf as in 
© a ſtate of offence: —He could not then, 
e under theſe circumſtances, prefume to 
« eat as a friend with God, till he had 
«© made confeſſion, and had declared him- 
« ſelf a ſincere penitent. Here then an 
© holocauſt was to be offered, and a meat 
ce and drink-offering accompanied it: but 
ce the offender, conſidering himſelf as guilty, 
e acted as under a ſenſe of guilt, He only 
ce applied to be reſtored to favour, and did 
ce not partake of the offering '. And to the 
* ſame purpoſe, ſpeaking of all piacular 
e ſacrifices in general, he faith, no ſacrifice 

« that 
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that was offered on account of guilt for 


offences actually committed; nor no ſa- 


<< crifice offered for offences which men 


«© 1magined or thought themſelves guilty of, 
could be eaten of by the owner, The 
c offender was too much a criminal in his 
* own opinion, to be admitted to God's 
ce table immediately. What, therefore, he 
offered to God was the beginning of re- 
* conciliation. He laid his hands upon 
de the ſacrifice; he confeſſed his fin ; he 
** promiſed and profeſſed repentance ; but 
« till all this was done and over, he was 
* an improper perſon to partake of the 
* table of God, who was juſtly conceived 
6 to be diſpleaſed, or, at leaſt, to have a 
right to ſhew diſpleaſure =,” - - 


| ANS WE R. 


The Author bare acknowledgeth, that 


the owners of piacular ſacrifices did not eat 


or drink any ſhare of them; conſequently, 


piacular ſacrifices were not ſymbols of friend- 
ſhip in his ſenſe, or fœderal rites, by which 
God and the offerers engaged in, renewed, 
or kept up friendſhip, by eating or drinking 
together. But the Author ſays, theſe ſacri- 
fices were an application to be reſtored to 
favour, and the beginning of reconciliation. 


1 Be 
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Be it ſo; but ſtill God and the offerers of 
them did not eat or drink together; conſe- 


quently, theſe ſacrifices were not, in his 


ſenfe, ſymbols of friendſhip, or fœderal 
rites: and, therefore, his notion of the 


ſymbolical nature and uſe of ſacrifices doth | 


not, cannot, agree to them. 

But to enter more thoroughly into this 
affair with the Author, I would fain know 
how, or in what ſenſe, piacular facrifices 


were an application to be reſtored to favour, 


and the beginning of reconciliation. Can 
it be thought that theſe ſacrifices had a na- 
tural tendency or fitneſs to effect a reconci- 
liation betwixt God and the offerers; and 


might, on that account, be deemed an ap- 


plication to be reſtored to favour, and the 


beginning of reconciliation ? This is what 
the Author himfelf will, by no means, ad- 
mit of; for he ſays, © repentance would 
* always cover ſins, and make them not to 
* be remembred or imputed to the ſinner; 
« and a facrifice attended with repentance 
ce would always produce the ſame effect; 


* and, without repentance, ten thouſand 


cc ſacrifices would never cauſe that ſin ſhould 
* not be remembred*,” Accordingly he 
fays, * pardon was never obtained by ſacri- 
„ fice alone, but as it was attended with a 
*© right diſpoſition” of mind; and pardon 
| ” may 
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may be, and has been, obtained by a 
right diſpoſition of mind alone, without 
the concurrence of any ſacrifice. The 
victim therefore, or the blood of the 


victim, or millions of hecatombs, or ten 


thoufands of rivers of oil, can never, of 
themſelves make atonement*.” And 


agreeably to all this, he faith, * When a 
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ſinner, at any time, repented, and con- 
feſſed his ſin, and offered his proper ſa- 
crifice, he was then admitted to eat at 
God's table, (this, we have ſeen before, 
was ſeldom, if ever, true,) as being in 
a ſtate of friendſhip with God; that is, 
he was taken into favour, and the ſin 
which he had been guilty of, was par- 
doned: not becauſe he had offered up 
his ſacrifice, but becauſe he had returned 
to his duty, and had declared his return 
by this open teſtimony of ſorrow for ſin. 
The imputing to ſacrifices, and to exter- 
nal rites, what was ahly owing to the 
moral diſpoſition of the mind, is ſo much 
inconſiſtent with the reaſon of the thing, 
that we find, in ſcripture, ſacrifices ſome- 
times treated as if they had never been 
required or commanded by God. The 


people imagined that they had done their 


dutys, when they had brought their ſa- 
crifices to the altar, and had there pre- 
| ef Ros ſented 
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* ſented them to God; and never thought 
« of that rectitude of mind, — without 
* which ſacrifices were an empty, ground- 
& leſs ceremony ?,” According to this doc- 
trine of the Author, ſacrifices, conſidered 
in themſelves, were an empty, groundleſs 
ceremony, could make no atonement, had 
no natural fitneſs or tendency towards effect- 
ing a reconciliation between God and a 
ſinner: and therefore, conſidered in this 
view, they could not be accounted an ap- 
plication to be reſtored to favour, or the 
beginning of reconciliation, or, indeed any 
thing but an empty, groundleſs ceremony. 
In whatſenſe then were piacular ſacrifices, 
an application to be reſtored to favour, and 
the beginning of reconciliation ? truly, we 
had beſt conſult the Author himſelf, for an 
anſwer to this knotty queſtion.— He puts the 
queſtion thus, what then was the uſe or de- 
ſign of ſacrifice? and then ſubjoins, The 
© true anſwer to this, is, that ſacrifice was 
te deſigned as a mode of engaging in friend- 
<« ſhip, or as a deſire of being reinſtated in 
-< friendſhip s. And, a few pages below, 
hb explains himſelf. further upon this head, 
in the. following words, Sacrifice was the 
* cuſtomary, external, viſible mode, by 
* which the internal acts of the mind were 
6s 2; com 3 hence that was imputed to ſa- 
a eie 
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« crifice, which was owing to what ſacri- 
<« fice ſignified. The cuſtoms of the world 
*© had made: ſacrifice the ordinary way of 
« addrefling God: it put the offerer in 


* mind of confeſſing his fins; and upon 


« defiring reconciliation - with God, and 
being reſtored to his favour ; or of being 
admitted into friendſhip with him. No 
« wonder then, that that was imputed 
« commonly to the blood of the victim, 
« which was the real effect of ſolemn 
ce prayer and a purified heart, ſince the one 
« was the external and viſible ſign of the 
c other . Here then, we learn, from the 
„ Author's own words, in what ſenſe he 
_ underſtood piacular ſacrifices to be an ap- 
plication to be reſtored to favour, and the 
beginning of reconciliation, They were 
external, viſible figns, or ſymbols, of a 
purified heart, of penitence, confeſſion of 
ſins, prayer for pardon, and a deſire of re- 
conciliation ; and, as ſuch, they were, when 
accompanied with the things which they 
ſignified, an application to be reſtored to 
favour, and the beginning of reconciliation. 
Very well! but then the Author ought to 
have conſidered, that this 1s not his notion 
of the ſymbolical nature and deſign of ſa- 
crifices ; but a notion which he himſelf has 
expreſsly condemned, as an unjuſt and miſ- 
& Hah] taken 


r Page 312, 31g. 


8 


— ——— — ——Im— — — 
- 


Ate A PP'ENTUTXT IH. 
taken repreſentation of them. He ought 


to have remembred his own words, 82 | 
_ *. crifices were always accompanied with 
ce prayers, or thankſgivings; and therefore 


« were not external rites by which prayer 
<« or thanks were intended to be ſignified, 


or the deſires of the people were intended 


«to be expreſſed . Thus it appears, 
that the Author plays his game with two 
different notions of the ſymbolical nature 
and deſign of facrifices, making uſe of the 
one or the other, juſt as the caſe and his 
own” diftreſs required. But truly, this 
ſhuffling and doubling to get rid of difficul- 
tys, and to avoid the force of objections, 
odly demonſtrates, that he was incapable of 


- defending his notion of the ſymbolical na- 


ture and defign of facrifices, and to bring it 


= any agreement with piacular ſacrifices, 


in particular. 

The Author ſaith, the offender laid his 
hands upon the ſacrifice; he confeſſed his 
ſin; he promiſed and profeſſed repentance; 
(to which he might have added; he prayed 
for pardon, and deſired to be reſtored to fa- 


your z) but till all this was done and over, 


he was an improper perſon to partake of the 


table of God, 'who was juſtly conceived to 


de diſpleaſed. And this he gives as the 


reaſon why the offerer did not eat any 
_ ſhare 
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ſhare of his ſacrifice. Now all, that the 
Author here ſays, is true ; and yet, it is not 
a ſufficient reaſon, why the offender ſhould 
not have had a ſhare of the ſacrifice which 
he offered for his fin, for his own uſe; or 
the comfort of, what the Author calls, the 


| ſymbol of friendſhip with God, vis. the 


eating with him at his table. The reaſon 
is obvious and evident, vi. becauſe all, that 
the Author ſpeaks of, was done and over, 
before the ſacrifical animal was either ſlain 


or offered in facrifice; and therefore, being 


done and over, its not being done and over 
could be no reaſon why the penitent offender 
ſhould not have a ſhare of the facrifice, 
which he offered for his ſin, to eat. On 
the contrary, ſince reconciliation and favour 
were actually obtained by the means afore- 
ſaid, before the ſacrifice was ſlain or offered, 
this was a good reaſon why the offerer 


ſhould have had a ſhare of his ſacrifice to 


eat; provided his eating of it was a ſymbol 
of friendſhip with God, or a federal rite 
by which he renewed friendſhip with him. 
The reaſon therefore, which the Author 
gives for the owners of piacular ſacrifices 
having no ſhare of theſe ſacrifices to eat, is 
no reaſon at all for it; ſo far from it, that it is, 
upon the Author's own principles, a good rea- 
ſon why they ſhould have had a ſhare of them 
to eat.— This ſhews us again, how much 
the Author is puzzled with the difficulties 

which 
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which attend his notion of the ſymbolical 
uſe and deſign of facrifices, when he at- 


tempts to accommodate and apply it to pia- 
cular ſacrifices. 12 5 
Again, the Author ſays, that the offender, 


who offered a piacular ſacrifice, looked upon 


himſelf as in a'ſtate of offence ;—confider- 
ed himſelf as guilty ; and, therefore, could 
not preſume to eat as a friend with God, 
but acted as under a ſenſe of guilt, vig. by 
forbearing to eat. And ſtill to the ſame 
purpoſe, he was too much a criminal in his 
own een to be admitted to God's table 


immediately.— In theſe words, the Author 


ſeems to make the offender's own opinion 
or ſenſe of his guilt, the reaſon why he had 


no ſhare of the piacular ſacrifice, which he 


offered for his fin, for his own uſe. But 


this, I think, is both unſupported by, and 


inconſiſtent with, the declarations of holy 
ſcripture. In the law of Moſes, we find, 
that God ordered all piacular ſacrifices, ei- 
ther to be wholly burnt and conſumed with 
fire; or ſome parts of them to be thus con- 
ſumed, and the whole remainder to be ap- 
plied towards the maintenance of the prieſts; 
by which injunctions it was determined, that 
the owners or offerers of theſe ſacrifices 
ſhould have no ſhare of them to eat. The 
offerers therefore of them, whether they 


had, or had not, a ſenſe of their guilt, 
could have no ſhare for their own uſe. 


Their 
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Their not eating, did not depend on their 
opinion or ſenſe of their guilt, but on the 
command and appointment of God, who 
had ordered thoſe ſacrifices to he diſpoſed of 
another way. Perhaps, I cannot expreſs 
my ſentiments, on this head, better, than 
in the Author's own: words, who' faith 
«© What could not be vowed to God, nor 
« was the effect of free- will in the giver, 
e but was à demand upon him for ſome 
“ offence, or for ſome impropriety, could 
% not any ways, in part or in whole, be 
e taken back, as if the owner had any pro- 
e perty in it; nor could it be any way 
* with-held. It was all due to another, 
<« and, therefore, the perſon that offered, 
c or preſented it, could have no ſhare” or 
e portion in it. In fin and treſpaſs- offer- 


« ings, therefore, the offerer could have 


* no pretence to any ſhare in them; for 
< that wodld have been, in effect, a draw- 
© back upon what was, by law, given for 
cc particular ſervices *.” This language of 
the Author is perfectly agreeable to that of 
the Levitical-law; but the reverſe of that 


which we find in thoſe paſſages of his book 


* 


found in their near neighbourhood. 
Secondly. The Author ſays, When a 
« man offered a burnt-offering, or a peace- 

5 offering, 


which I have been conſidering, though 
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<« offering, a meat and drink- offering was 
< made likewiſe .. And he ſays fur- 
ther, The reaſon why a meat and drink - 
« offering. were annexed to theſe two kinds 
e of ſacrifices, is, the ſymbols of friendſhip 
were offered.“ -In theſe: two paſſages 
he intimates, that a meat and drink- offering 
were annexed to all burnt-offerings and 
33 3 and that the oblation of 
e to God, being the oblation of meat 
and drink to him, was the oblation of the 
ſymbols of friendſhip to him: ſo that, ac- 
cording | to the Author, burnt-offetings 
themſelves, with their appurtenances, as 
well as the -peace-offerings, were ſymbols 
of friendſhip with God; or fœderal rites 
by. which he and the offerers engaged in, 
renewed, and kept up friendſhip with one 
another. 10 107939 ky 


ANSW E RX. 


Our Author ought to have conſidered, that 
no meat- offering, nor drink- offering, was 
annexed to thoſe burnt-offerings which con- 
ſtituted a part of the treſpaſs-offerings, (ex- 
cepting only the treſpaſs-offerings offered by 
the leper, Levit. xiv.) This is evident from 
Levit. v. 7 10.—xli. 8.--XV. 14, 15; 29, 30. 
And it is acknowledged by the Author _ 

5 elf, 
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ſelf, who ſaith expreſly, 6 The ſi n- offering 
cc and the treſpaſs- offer ing had no meat-of- 


<< fering nor drink- offering accompanying 


«© them. . The burnt-ofterings, there- 


fore, which were offered for treſpaſſes, not 
having any meat- offering or drink- offering 
(which our Author calls, the ſymbols of 


friendſhip) annexed to them, could not 
be ſymbols of friendſhip, or fœderal rites 
by which God and the offerers engaged 
in, renewed, or kept up friendſhip with one 
Athen ! 2 % ion eh 15.13 e 61 

Our Author ought, likewiſe, to have re- 
membred, that it is not the meat- offering, 
nor the drink- offering, nor any part of the 
apparatus of a table, whether fleſh, bread, 
or wine, but eating and drinking together, 
that he conſiders as being the ſymbol of 
friendſhip betwixt God and the offerers of 


ſacrifice. And if this be true; it cannot, 


at the ſame time, be true, that, when a 
meat- offering and a drink- offering were of- 
fered to God, the ſymbols of friendſhip were 
offered to him: and, therefore, his menti- 
oning them as being ſymbols of friendſhip, 
which were offered to God, is a real depar- 
ture from his own ſyſtem. © © 
Withal, where a meat- offering and a 
drink-offering were annexed to burnt-offer- 


ings, 
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ings, yet even here, God and the offerers 
did not eat or drink together: and therefore, 
burnt- offerings, even taken in connection with 
thoſe their appendages, neither were, nor could 
be, in our Author's ſenſe, ſymbols of friend- 


ſhip, or fœderal rites by which God and 
the offerers engaged in, renewed, or kept 


up friendſhip by eating and drinking toge- 


ther. | 


Thirdly, The laſt, and indeed, the main 
thing, which our Author advances, in order 
to ſhew that his notion of the ſymbolical 


nature and deſign of ſacrifices is applicable 


to piacular ſacrifices, is, that peace- offerings 
were, in all caſes, joined to thoſe ſacrifices 
of which the owners had no ſhare to eat. 
To this purpoſe he ſaith, There were, from 
c the earlieſt times, even from the flood, 
e burnt-offerings ; and probably peace- offer- 
« ings were added to them. For as the burnt- 
« offerings were totally conſumed, the party 
s ſacrificing could not eat of them. They 
joined therefore to them, or had in uſe, as 
cc early as Jacob's days at leaſt, ſacrifices of 
e which they partook, and thus did eat with 
« God. Again, If one may argue 
% from what was in uſe under the Moſaic 
t inſtitution, to the cuſtoms before that 
«© time, one may reaſonably conclude, that 
&« peacc-offerings were always annexed to 

: burnt- 


Page 269, 270. 


APPENDIX II. 289 
burnt-offerings, even from the beginning. 
For holocauſts were to deprecate the 
wrath of God; and peace-offerings were, 
after a reconciliation with God was made, 
to eat, as it were, at God's table, and to 
be in a ſtate of friendſhip with him. And 
this is the reaſon why they were ſo regu- 
larly, and, I think, conſtantly, joined to- 
gether in all private ſacrifices under the 
Moſaic diſpenſation *.” Again, When 
he had made this offering, (i. e. a burnt- 
offering,) and expreſſed his repentance, - 
he joined to the burnt-offering his peace- 
offering, The latter was conſidered as a 
reconciliation made, and a reſtoration to 
favour, and a partaking of the Lord's ta- 
ble, and an eating of it as friends. And 
ſtill to the ſame purpoſe, © Hence too 
we may ſee the reaſon why a ſin- offering 
being made, they offered a burnt- offering 
with it, with its meat- offering and drink- 
offering. The firſt was to remove the of- 
fence given by ſome particular crime; the 
other was to ſhew a deſire of reconcilia- 
tion by renouncing all ſin that a man 
might have been guilty of; and when 
to theſe was afterwards added a peace- 
offering, this implied an actual reconcilia- 
2 ** tion 
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e tion by partaking of the ſame common 
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AN s WE R. 


The Author's conjecture, that peace- of- 
ferings were added to the burnt- offerings 
which had been offered before the days of 
Jacob, I have conſidered before; and have 
nothing to add to what I have already ſaid, 
excepting this, that cuſtoms, being arbitrary, 
and of a very variable nature, there is no 
arguing from the cuſtoms which prevail 


in one part of the world, to the cuſtoms 


which take place in another part of it; much 
leſs from the cuſtoms which obtain in one 
age, to the cuſtoms which may have ob- 
tained in preceeding and diſtant ages. 

The Author, in the paſſages here quoted, 
and all along, acknowledgeth, that the own- 
ers of all piacular ſacrifices, whether burnt- 
ofterings, ſin-offerings, or treſpaſs-offerings, 
had no ſhare of theſe ſacrifices to eat or drink. 
And the fact, which he thus acknowledgeth, 
is abundantly ſupported by ſ{cripture-evidence. 
Now, if the owners of theſe ſacrifices had 
no ſhare of them to eat or drink, tis plain, 
that God and they did not eat or drink toge- 
ther; and, conſequently, that theſe ſacri- 
fices were not, in the Author's ſenſe, ſym- 
bols of friendſhip, or fœderal rites by 
wh.ch he-and they did engage in, or re- 

new 
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new friendſhip by eating and drinking to- 
gether. : 


But to get rid of this difficulty, the Au- 


thor ſays, that peace- offerings were regu- 
* larly and conſtantly joined to burnt-offer- 
<« ings, ſin-offerings, and treſpaſs- offerings, 
6 1n all private ſacrifices ;” and that, in theſe 
peace-offerings, God and the owners did eat 
together, which eating together was a ſym- 
bol of friendſhip betwixt them, or a federal 
rite by which he and they engaged in and 
renewed friendſhip with one another. Now 
if all, that the Author here contends for, 
ſhould be granted to him, yet it is till ma- 
nifeſt, that God and the owners did not eat 
together of any of the piacular ſacrifices 
mentioned ; and that the peace-offerings, 
which were joined to theſe, were the only 
facrifices of which he and they did eat toge- 
ther : conſequently, theſe peace-offerings 
were the only ſacrifices which could, in the 
Author's ſenſe, be ſymbols of friendſhip, or 
fœderal rites by which he and they did en- 
gage in, and renew friendſhip by eating to- 

ether: for, as to the piacular ſacrifices, to 
which theſe peace-offerings were joined, it 
is, in the nature of the thing, impoſlible, that 
they ſhould have been ſymbols or fœderal 
rites of this kind, becauſe the owneis had no 
ſhare of them to eat. 
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But, what is ſtill worſe for the Author, 
is, that though he affirms roundly that peace- 
offerings were regularly and conſtantly joined 
to all private ſacrifices of the piacular kind, 
under the Moſaic diſpenſation; yet, in truth, 
there was no piacular ſacrifice of a private 
nature, under that diſpenſation, (excepting 
thoſe which were offered by the Nazarite, 
when the days of his purification were ful- 
filled, Numb. vi. 14.) which had peace- 
offerings joined to them. This appears from 
Levit. iv. 22—35,—Chap. v.—Chap. vi. 
1—7. Chap.-1x.. 2, 8— 14. and Chapters 
X11, xiv. xv. and Chap. xv. 3, 6, 11—14, 
24, 27. Yea, even in ſome of the public 
piacular ſacrifices, it doth not appear, that 
any peace-offering was joined to them. Vide 
Levit. iv. 13—21.—xvi. 5, 7—9, 15, 24, 
27. Now ſince the owners of piacular ſacri- 
fices had no ſhare of them to eat; and ſince 
the piacular ſacrifices, juft now mentioned, 
both private and public, had no peace-offer- 
ings joined to them; the ſhift, which the 
Author uſes to get rid of the difficulty, can 
avail him nothing : nor enable him to ſhew, 
that the many piacular ſacrifices, which had 
no. peace- offerings joined to them, were in 
his ſenſe, ſymbols of friendſhip betwixt God 
and the offerers, or fœderal rites by which 
he and they engaged in, or renewed friend- 
ſhip, by cating together, 
| But 
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But that which bears hardeſt of all upon 
the Author, is, that, even in peace-offerings 
themſelves, as I have ſhewed before, God and 
the owners did not eat or drink together. And, 
therefore, if it were true, as it is not, that 
_ peace-offerings had, in all caſes, been joined 
to piacular ſacrifices, this would not have 
relieved the Author from the difficulty with 
which he is preſſed, nor have enabled him 
to prove that any kind of facrifice, whether 
iacular or euchariſtical, was a ſymbol of 
friendſhip in his ſenſe, or a fœderal rite by 
which God and the offerer engaged in, re- 
newed, or kept up friendſhip with one an- 
other, by eating or drinking together. 
I have now confidered and examined all 
thoſe paſſages, in which the Author endea- 
vours to ſhew, that his notion of the ſym- 
bolical nature and deſign of ſacrifices is ap- 
plicable to piacular ſacrifices, of which the 
owners had no ſhare to eat or drink : and 
have, I think, made it abundantly evident, 
that all that he has advanced in thoſe paſfages, 
as a proof of this point, only ſerves to exhibit 
the confuſion and diſtreſs into which he is 
brought by his attempt to prove it. 
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THE CONCLUSION. 


In the foregoing ſheets, I have, I think, 
proved, that the Author's notions of the na- 
ture and deſign of ſacrifices are neither uni- 
form nor conſiſtent: that he has failed in the 
proof of the grand fact, which is the baſis 
of his whole ſyſtem, v/2. That eating and 
drinking together, was, at the time when ſa- 
crifices firſt began to be offered, a fœderal 


rite, or a known, cuſtomary rite by which - 


men engaged in, renewed, and kept up 
friendſhips with one another: that, ſuppoſ- 
ing it to have been, at that time, a rite which 


was uſed among men for theſe purpoſes, yet 


it is not natural to conceive, that they would 
have taken the ſame method, and obſerved 
the ſame rite, in engaging in, and renewing 
friendſhip with God ; and that the pretended 
evidence, by which the Author endeavours 
to prove that they actually did this, is, in 
all its parts, faulty, weak, and fallacious: 
and, finally, that his notion of the ſymbo- 
lical nature and deſign of ſacrifices is ſuch 
as can be brought to no conſiſtency or agree- 
ment either with the nature of God, or with 
real fact, that is, with the way and manner 
in which, the ſcripture informs us, the things 
which were offered in ſacrifice were diſpoſed 

F . Of, —— 


en wn . BY _ A 


'A A oo» 


APF MK as 


of. —Theſe premiſes will, I think, warrant 
and ſupport this concluſion, viz. That the 
Author's ſyſtem, in all its parts, is not only 
unſupported by evidence, but abſurd and un- 
ſcriptural. | 

Having now finiſhed my deſign, I ſhall 
not encroach any further upon the time and 
patience of the ingenious reader; but con- 
clude this appendix with my ſincere deſire, 
that it may anſwer my end in writing it, by 
being a mean of guarding men againſt a chi- 
merical and unſcriptural notion of the uſe and 
deſign of ſacrifices, and of putting thoſe of 
learning and capacity upon inquiries after the 
true ſcripture-doctrine about the nature and 
end of theſe inſtitutions, which are the 
only things J aim at. 
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